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ADHYAYA IIL 
ÇESHA-LAKSHANA. 
PADA I. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
(Laying down the subject to be considered. ) 


Sutra (1). Now then, the Çəsha-Adhyaya. 


The vermilion-complexioned, elephant-headed god, the Great Gina- 
pati, embraced by Siddhi and Lakshmf, the destroyer of obstacles—in 
Him I take my refuge ! 

With this süira, the author proceeds to explain whatever remains 
to be explained, after all that has been said in the first two Adhydyas. 

We have seen that the Author of the Bhashya, while setting forth 
all that is meant by the highly suggestive first sūtra, has fully ex- 
plained, in the first two Adhydyus, the means of knowing Dharma, as well 
as its Form, all about which is merely briefly hinted at in the second sūtra ; 
and then, in the remaining Adhyāyas he has fully dealt with all other 
questions connected with Dharma that demand consideration—such as, what 
are the means of accomplishing Dharma, that are the auxiliaries helping 
it in its fruition ?—what are not such means and hence no auxiliaries, 
not according it any help ?—in what actions the Agent is the principal 
factor, the actions bringing about results desired by him ?—ın which of 
them he is only a secondary factor, the Actions not bringmg about any 
such results ? 

Thus then, we find that the word “Çasha-lakshana” means the ‘remaining 
Adhydyas.’ Though the Adhydyas referred to are many, yet the word 1 in 
the singular number, in view of the singleness of the class ‘ Lakshana ° 
(or “Adhyöya,” to which all Adhyfyas belong). 

Though in the next sūtra we find “ Césha’ defined as that which is 
ausiliary to another (and as such the word ‘ Çəsha-lakshana” in the first 
sūtra should be taken as meaning the ‘definition of Çesha ”), yet all that it 
can be taken to show is that, the Author begins with the explanation of 
‘Auxiliary character,’ which ıs one of the many subjects to be dealt with 
in the ‘remaining Adhyayas.” 
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That is to say, there being many things to be dealt with, he could 
begin with any one of them only, and consequently, in due course, he 
begins, in the second stra, with an explanation of ‘Casha’ on “ Ausiliary 
character,’ which is based upon the fact of zts being for another’s purpose, 
and which forms the subject of the thud Adhydya 

The compound ‘ Gésha lakshanam’ may be expounded ın two different 
ways, affording two distinct significations of the sentence (1) As Karma- 
dharaya ‘ Césham’—remainmg—lakshanam—Adhyaya, (2) As Genative 
Tatpurusha ‘ Çeshasya lakshanam’—Definition of auxihary character Or, 
even if we accept this latter expounding only, then, too, there 1s not 
much difference ın the sense of the sitxa For, m that case, the word 
“ Gésha-lakshanam’ meaning ‘ the definition of auxihary character,’ 1t 18 as 
parts of this definition that the othe: subjects are dealt with in the 
subsequent Adhydyas 

That 1s to say, all the subjects dealt with in the subsequent Adhydyas 
—usz , the question of the Instigator and the Instigated (iv), the six means 
of asze1 taining the order of sequence (v), the capability or title to the 
performance of certain sacrifices (v1), etc , etc —all are particular features 
relative to auxiharies, and as such, even though they happen to be 
dealt with m other Adhydyas, they are spoken of as included in the 
“ Definition of Çësha or Auxhary ' 

For instance, (1) 16 is the Auxihary that 1s the Instigator of its 
Primary (and hence the subject of the Fourth Adhydyais dependent upon 
the definition of the Auxiliary) 

(2) As for the Order of sequence (dealt within the Fifth Adhydya), 
that too 18 a ‘ Gésha’ (Auxiliary), dependent upon the Pruyogavacana (the 
collective Injunction laying down the performance of the Primary along 
with all its Aumharies) That is to say, when various Primanes, each 
bringing about an independent result, or various subsidiaries of a single 
Primary leading to a single result, happen to be enjomed by a single 
collective Injunction, it is found impossible for all of them to be performed 
simultaneously , and as such the order of thar sequence becomes a 
necessary auxiliary factor in thew performance , and this order is 
ascertained by the six means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Sequence of 
the Texts, Position, Order of the Primary, and Order of Actual Perfor- 
mance 

(3) Tt 1s only as auxihary to the sacrifice that the Performer has his 
tatle to the performance (considered in the sixth Adhyüya), as the Perfor- 
mer being the accomplisher of that which 1s to be accomplished (by 
means of the Action), (1t1s he that 1s the 1eal auxihary to Actions) ,—what 
18 & material to the Action ? Specially so as the fact of the Performer 
bemg auxılıary to the Action is shown by the sūtra itself, as based upon 
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the fact of his being distinctly enjomed for the sake of the Action—iide 
Sütra 111——5 

In the same manner, the latter sıx Adhkydyas treat of the subjects of 
the existence of auxiharies, the forms, and extent, etc, with regard to 
such Primaries as have no auxiliaties distinctly laid down 

For instance, Adh VIT having established the existence of auxiharies 
for such Primanes, Adh VIII serves to show what are the auxiliaries 
of which action, and from where they are obtained ,—Adh IX shows that 
in the Veda, the principal factor being its meaning, the form of the anxılı- 
ary depends upon the due ascertainment of the meaning of texts bearing 
upon ıt ,—ın Adh X, we have the question of the Exclusion and Inclu- 
sion of auxilaries ,—Adh XI deals with the extent of the performance, 
as ascertained by Tantra (Contraction) and sapa (Expansion),—and Adh 
XII shows that, ın the matter of auxiharies, if the auxiliaries accomplished 
ın connection with one set of actions be accepted as helping in another 
action also,—then, this latter action having its purposes served by the 
auxiharies of another, ıt will be necessary for us to assume very few 
auxiharies , while, on the contrary, it would be necessary to make a vast 
number of assumptions, 


Or, ıt may be that the third Adhyaya ıs the only ‘ Çesha-lakshanay and 
it 1s this alone that is introduced by the sūtra ın question. As for the 
other Adhydyas, we find each of them prefaced by an independent sūtra 
Consequently it 1s the third Adhyüya alone that treats of the Auxihary 
character, together with all things related to it 


The word “ atka’ in the sūtra may be taken many one, or all together, 
of ita three senses of sequence, dependence on what has been explacned before, 
and sntroduction The sense of the sūtra thus comes to be that—‘ we proceed 
with the Definition of Gésha, which depends upon a due Differentiation of 
Actions, that has been dealt with in the immediately preceding Adhy@ya ” 

In answer to the question as to why we proceed with the Césha- 
lakshana,—we have the word ‘atah’ (‘then’), which mentions the reason , 
the sense being—Inasmuch as without the knowledge of one Action bemg 
different from another, we could not understand what ‘ Céska’ (or Auxih- 
aly) means, we proceed to explain this latter, immediately after the treat- 
ment of the Difference of Actions That ıs to say, the relationship of the 
Auxihary and the Primary 1s possible only between things that are distinct 
from one another , for when two things are identical, neithe: of them could 
be spoken of as auxiliary to the other 
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Then agam, immediately after the Difference of Actions, ıt becomes 
necessary to explain the Auxiliary character , because the due consideration 
of all other questions—relating to the Instigator, etc ,—depends upon the 
ascertainment of the Auxilary character 

In this alone hes the connection between the two Adhyayas (II and 
III), and as this is mentioned fully in the sūtra itself, the Bhdshya does 
not take the trouble of explaımıng it over again The case of Adh II 
was different, the first sūtra of that Adhydya did not pomt out any 
connection with the preceding Adhyaya, consequently, in that place, we 
had the Bhashya explaining the connection in detail, in the sentences Pra- 
thamé Adhyüyö, etc, etc As a matter of fact, we find that the Adhkyayas 
are related in the subjects that they treat of, and not ın the mere verbal 
form of the texts, and hence the Bhashya took the trouble of explaming 
the connection between Adhyayas I and II, after having shown in bref 
what had gone in the preceding Adhydya, and what was coming ın the one 
just then begun In the present instance however we find that the connec- 
tion between the Adhyayas II and III has been distinctly shown by the 
words “ atha ° aud ‘ata’ of the sūtra itself, and it is to that alone that 
the Bhashya merely refers by the sentence—The Adhydya dealıng with Dis- 
tinct Actions has been finished 

And m this sentence, the Bhashya has spoken of ‘ Difference ’ alone, 
as forming the principal factor in the question dealt with in Adh II,—and 
ıb does not make any mention of the othe: supplementary matters therem 
dealt with,—because ıt is the Difference of Actions alone that helps in the 
explanation of Anxılıary characte: 

The reason why at the beginning of Adh II the Bhashya bas spoken 
of ın detail of every question dealt with in the preceding Adhydya, 18 that 
due ascertainment of the Difference of Actions depends upon every one of the 
details dealt with m the First Adhydya, which deals with the Means of 
knowing Dharma, daly divided into (1) Injunctions, (2) Valedictory Pas- 
sages, (3) Mantras, (4) Srorti-regulations, (5) Injunctions of accessories, 
(6) Names, (7) and (8) the Ascertaimment of doubtful points by means of 
subsequent sentences and the character of the purpose served, 

For mstance, (1) ın the “ Abhydsadhikarana,’ we have the assertion 
‘avipeshadanarthakam he syüt” (ın Sütra II—u—2), on the sole strength of 
the previous definition of the Veda as the means of knowing Dharma As 
a matter of fact, we find that when there 1s nothing else to be enjoined the 
{njnactive Word cannot but be taken as laying down the form of an Ac- 
tion, and as such it must point out an Action different from all that may 
have been already laid down , and thus we find that the differentiation of 
Actions 18 wholly dependent upon the knowledge of the characte: of 
Ing uncizons 
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(2) In the case of the thiee sentences—‘ Vishnurupaincu yashtavyah, 
etc’ (dealt with in Sutras 11—n-—9, etc ), we find that ıt 1s only when they 
are recognized as valedictory passages that they are not taken as laying 
down three distinct sacrifices , because of the fact of Valedictory Passages 
having no injunctive potency (as shown in Adh I, Padan) That ıs to 
say, we find these sentences, occurring in the midst of the mention of 
the anomaly of ‘ Jamz’ (interruption), having the character of valedictory 
passages, on account of their forming part of the intermediate Injunc- 
tion, and as such having no independent injunctive potency, they are not 
taken as laying down three distinct sacrifices with Vishan, etc, as ther 
deities 

(3) Inasmuch as the mantras serve the purpose of mdicating things 
relative to what has been enjoined,—the “ Gödüna, ” and the “ Goyajfia’ are 
not taken as distinct actions, on the sole ground of repetition That ıs to 
say, the mantras have their mjunctive potency suppressed by such causes 
as the presence of the word ‘yat? words of address, the First Person, 
and so forth, and hence even though they are spoken of as the means 
of accomplishing Dharma, yet they do not serve to point out one action as 
bemg different from another, even ın the case of such mantras as ‘ Dövünçca 
yabhiryayaté dadüh ca, etc / where we have various verbs 

(4) It ıs through the due ascertainment of the hbearıng of the 
grammatical rules dealing with the significations of words, that we 
come to accept the difference of ‘Homa’ from ‘ Yaga,’ on the ground 
of the former mvolving a further action of throwing en Similarly also, 
the Actions are not differentiated by such names as “ köfhaka ” and the 
like, simply because grammatical rules distinctly make these the names of 
books, for certnın reasons therein mentioned Though the fact of such 
names being cowed ones has been urged by some people as an argument 
against the eternality of words,—yet the Author admits ıt so far as 
explaining ıt as based upon certain causes That ıs to say, the word 
“ kathaka’ means “ that which os taught by Katha,’ m accordance with the 
rule “ön proktam’, and hence ıt 18 a book that ıs taught, and not the 
matter, which latter 18 only performed, and thus, masmuch as we have a 
grammatical rule distmetly laying down the nominal affix in ‘ kathaka ” 
as signifying that which ıs taught by Katha, we must take it as the name of 
a book, as ıt ıs a book alone that can be taught and explained 

(5) Accessories with new relationships (II—u—23), and (6) Names 
also serve to differentiate Actions, and hence a due knowledge of the 
character of the Accessory and the Name is necessary in the matter of the 
differentiation of Actions 

(7) In the case of the Prajapatyas, there arises a question as to then 
forming a single sacrifice, or so many distinct sacrifices ,—and this 19 
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decided by the help of the supplementary sentence that ‘ The modifications 
of a sacrifice are to be performed in the same manner as that sacrifice 
itself ’ 

(8) Inasmuch as the number ‘ seventeen > could not be accomplished, 
without a due knowledge of the extent of the sacrifice,—in thig case, we 
have the doubt settled by ‘ Purpose’ (or use) 

Thus ıt is for these reasons that, at the beginning of Adh II, the 
Bhashya has briefly recalled all that has been explained ın the preceding 
Adhyaya,—-with a view to show the connection of the Adhydye ın question 
In the present case, however, the Auxihary character depending only upon 
the Difference of Actions, there 1s no use of the other details explained in 
Adh TI, and hence it is this ‘ Difference’ alone that 1s spoken of in the 
Bhüshya 

But this 1s not the only reason for the very brief reference, ın the 
Bhishya, to the matter of the previous Adhydya , because, just as at the 
beginning of Adh Tİ, so on the present occasion also, much useful purpose 
would be served by such recapitulation of the conclusions previously 
arrived at 

For instance, (1) the Auxihary character of Actions is to be spoken 
of by Tarmını (III—1—4), as based upon the fact of their bemg connected 
with Results brought about by that which is sigmfied by verbs, as shown 
in the Introductory po.tion of Adh II (II—1—1) ,—(2) ın T1I—1—7, be will 
establısh the restricted applications of the details of Ayya, Aushadhs eto, 
ın accordance with the difference in the Resultant Apzrvas, which has 
been shown (TI—1—5) to be based upon the Difference of Actions ,—(3) m 
connection with the various subjects dealt with in Adh II, we have found 
therein the definition of ‘Rk,’ ‘ Yayush’ and ‘Saman’, and these defin:- 
tions will be utilized in the Sütra 111—n— et seg 

Consequently we must conclude that, inasmuch as there are two ways 
of dealing with a subject,—one that is brief, and another a detailed one,— 
the Bhdshya makes use of one way m one place, and of the other at 
another , and hence there is nothing incongruous mn its adopting the briefer 
method on the present occasion 

Thus then, the two meanings of the word ‘atha’ having been 
explamed, we have, thereby, also shown the connection between the two 
Adhydyas (II and IIT) 

If, however, ıt be found that the Connection is already implted by 
other means, then, with a view to avoid the unnecessary repetition, we can 
take the word ‘ atha ' as signifying Adhtkdra (the propriety of considera- 
tion or inquiry), (and as such referring to what is to come in the Adhydya, 
and not to what las gone in the preceding Adhyfyas) 

In the first süfra”of Adh I, we have not taken the word ‘atha’ as 
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denoting Adhikära , because whatis mentioned ın the sutra 18 the "desire 
to know Dharma’, and this Desire is not what is found to be taken up 
for consideration , consequently all that that sūtra could be taken to 
mean was that ‘we should now proceed to point out that which should 
be done immediately after the study of the Veda’ (and after such study 
what 18 necessary to do 1s to have a desire for knowing Dharma) Even 
though the knowledge of Dharma was also found mentioned therein, as 
qualifying that Desire, yet that knowledge would come by itself to the 
disciples, by the mene explanation of the meaning of the Veda, and 
consequently, 1t could not be taken as a fit object to be mentioned, either 
by the sūtra or the Bhashya or the later commentators, as befitting of 
consideration Specially as that which, in the assertion of the speaker, 
appears as an object deserving of consideration, cannot be expressed by 
the expression ‘ destre to know’ for one who hears that assertion 

In the present case, on the other hand, we find that the ‘ Definition 
of Auxiliary character ” is quite capable of being explained as deserving 
of considetation, either in the shape of the Adhyaya, or in that of what 1s 
there mentioned The meaning of the sūtra thus comes to be this— 
‘Henceforth the Definition of the Auxihary should be 1egarded as the 
object of consideration, and ıt should be carefully grasped and listened 
to” Inasmuch as there is no 100m (after what has been dealt with in 
Adh IL) for any other Adhydya, we can very reasonably speak of the 
‘ Definition of Auxiliary’ as the object of consideration 

Nor can there be any doubt as to the propriety of the consideration of 
Aumhary character, on this occasion, ın preference to any other subject , 
because a due understanding of all that is said in the subsequent Adhydyas 
depends upon a correct comprehension of the Auxılıary Character 
That 1s to say, the latter sıx Adhyayas, dealing, as they do, of Implications 
as preceded by Direct Injunction, stand ın need of the completion of the 
former sıx Adhyüyas, which treat of Injunction So also, the Capability 
of Performance (dealt with in the sixth A dhyüya,) ıs ascertained as 
existing in the Performer, m the shape of his power to perform the 
Action in the way that ıt is enjoined, and as such, a treatment of this 
could not but follow after a due comprehension of all Injunctions, up to 
the ordei of sequence (of the actions to be performed) (dealt with in 
Adh V), as ıt ıs only when the weight to be carried has been duly 
ascertained beforehand, that we could ascertain whether a certain person 
1s capable of carıyıng ıt Then, the order of sequence, both direct and 
ımplıed, is held to be dependent upon the character of the Instivating 
Action (treated of in Adh IV), and ıt is for this reason that the order 
of sequence 1s treated of afte. Adh IV Then again, it 1s the Pı incipal 
Action that is the Instigator of the Auxiliaries, which are not instigated 
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by anything else, and hence it 1s only right that we shonld treat of the 
character of the Instigator afte: that of the Auxihary has been fully 
dealt with 

Thus then, the propriety of the taking up of the Definition of 
Auxthary having been fully established, the Bhdshya proceeds to show 
that there are various ways ın which the Auxiliary can be defined,—these 
ways consisting of the due treatment of the Form, the Cause, and the 
Relationship of the Auxiharies, also with the comparative strength and 
weakness of the means whereby they are 1ecognized 

Objection “It is as necessary to know the Principals as the 
€ Auxılıarıes, because so long as any one of these ıs unknown, there can 
“ be no performance ” 

Reply It ıs tiue that both should be duly known, bnt it 18 not 
necessary to speak of both ın the sūtra, because the definition of one 
would necessarily umply that of the other 

Then there remains the question as to whether the sa#tras should deal 
directly with the Principals or with the Auxiliaries, from the fact of the 
treatment of both being equally difficult, and leading practically to the 
same result, 1t would seem as if the matter were altogether optional, in 
fact at first sight, ıt would appear more reasonable that the treatment 
should be of the Frincipals, because they form the chief factor, but still 
this ıs not what ıs done, and the reason ıs that if the stira began with 
the definition of the Principal, 1t would be necessary for ıt to mention 
that of the Auxihary also, because the Princ pal ( ‘ Césh:’) 18 explamed 
as that which has many Auxiliaries (Céshus) , and hence the character of 
the former could not be comprehended without a due comprehension of the 
latter, consequently even though the Auxıhary is the subordinate factor, 
yet ıt 18 of this that the sūtra gives the definition, specially as that of the 
Principal follows from that (and does not require a separate mention) 

Another reason for this is that Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and 
the rest, all tend to ascertain the character of the Auxiliary, and ıt 18 as 
a necessary concomitant of this that the Principal becomes indirectly 
defined as that which has that Auxihary And the comparative sti ength 
and weakness of these—Durect Assertion, etc , when they appear conjomtly, 
—that will be treated of later on, will be found to pertain to the Auxthary , 
because there 1s no incompatibility amongst them with regard to the 
Principal 

It is for these reasons that the present sūtra lays down the subject 
to be dealt with as the Defmifion of the Auxillary, together with all the 
various means of ascertaining that character 

The questions to be dealt with in this connection are thus enumera- 
ted in the Bhashya (1) “ Whatis an Auasliury ?? This means that we shall 
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consider the form of the Auxiliary. (2) “ Why 18 it an Ausiliary?’ That 
is to say, we shall explain that character of the Auxiliary which leads us 
to call it an Aumileary (3) ‘Which 18 the Auailiary of which Principal 9” 
That is to sny, we shall explain the process of performance, by which the 
Auxillary is attached to one Principal and not to the other,—this 
conclusion either involving, or not involving, the mdicative power of one 
or the other means of ascertaining such character , and ın this connection 
we shall explain the form of these six means—TI)irect Assertion and the 
rest,—as also thei: comparative strength and weakness. 

Thus then, in the First Pada, we shall treat of the applicability of 
Auxiliaries as shown by Direct Assertion, as also of certain other 
matters connected with it In the Second Pada, we shall tveat of the 
applicability shown by the Indirect Indication of words In the Third 
Pada, we shall bring forward the aforesaid two Means (Direct Assertion 
and Indicative Power), and proceed to arrive at the correct conclusion by 
means of reconciling these two, by considering them from beginning to end, 
aud thus even without the explicit mention of “ Syntactical Connection,” 
we shall speak of the applıcabılıty of Auxihaties based upon this 
Connection—in the Sitra III—ni—2; and after this we shall explain the 
sütras dealing with the Applicability based upon the other three authorities, 
of Context, Order and Name After that will follow the Adhkarana 
dealing with the comparative strength of these six authorities Then we 
shall consider the question of the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Context by Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication,—this explanation 
extending as far as the Sūtra III—vi—18 After that, up to the S#ira 
ILl—vu—18, we shall deal with the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Order by the former four Authorities. Then with a certain amount of 
mtroductory matter, there will follow the consideration of the contradic- 
tion and nou-contradiction of the former five by Name , and with this the 
Adhyaya will end. 

Tt ıs these matters to be dealt with that are referred to ın the Bhashya 
— stat tatparyéna, etc.’ The purpose served by this brief reference to 
what 1s to follow makes ıt more easily comprehensible And as all these 
details were mentioned ın a body in the first süf), ib was not necessary 
to have a sūtra for every one of them. 
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ADHIKARANA (2) 
[The Definition of Aumlary 1 


Sititra (2), That which 1s done for the sake of another 1s called 
the Auxiliary, because ıt 18 for the sake of another 


Inasmuch as the definition of the Principal would follow from that 
of the Auxiliary, we have in the sūtra a definition of the latter only 
And masmuch as the‘ Gésha’ has many significatıons—" That which 
exceeds,” etc, ete ,—the sūtra distinctly mentions a reason ‘ because it üs 
for the sake of another’, which shows that the word 1s here used as 
synonymous with such words as “ Anga, “ Guna,’ ‘ Dharma’ and the like 
And this mention of the reason also serves to set aside the theories that 
base the character of the Auxiliary upon Invariable Concomitance, etc 

Inasmuch as the sūtra lays down two distinct facts,—one directly and 
another by ımplication,—iıt 18 necessary to interpret iton such a way as to 
avoid a syntactical split,—just as we did in the case of Sutra 1——2 
That ıs to say, we must take the sūta as meaning that— The Auxihary 1s 
nothing other than that which is done for the sake of another’ and ‘Its 
character ıs not based upon amy other cause’, and ın this way the Conclu- 
sion and the P?emass (embodied in the sūtra) come to be taken as dovetailed 
together (and hence there 18 no syntactical split) 

There are five different theories as to the character of the Auxihary, 
(1) some people explain ıt as that which ıs invariably concomitant, (2) 
others as that which is enstigated , (3) others as that which exceeds , (4) 
others as that which appears at the end of the Injunction, and (5) many 
people explain it as that which he/ps 

(1) The sense of the firstis this “That which does not appear with- 
‘font another, and which appears when that other appears, is its Auxilary , 
“eg, the sprout does not appear without moisture, and the jar witnont 
“the Clay, the Rod, the Wheel, etc , and hence these are known as Auxili- 
“ aries to those two ” 

Against this we have the following reasons It1s not prope: to regard 
the Auxihary as the Invariable Concomitant , because this definition would 
be too wide , inasmuch as we find even such things to be so concomitant 
as are not Auxiliaries, as for instance, the qualities of Colour, Touch, etc , 
are always Concomitant in Earth, and certainly none of these 1s Auxiliary 
to any other, all of them being equally predommant Then again, we find 
that there are no Slaves or Houses without the Master , and certamly the 
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Master ıs never known as Auxiliary to them Then again, m certain cases 
(as ın that of the Darga and the Pöonamüsa, each of which is composed 
of three independent sacrifices), we find a number of Principals to be 
concomitant, and according to the above theory, they would become 
Auxiliary to one another Similarly Primaries and Subsidiaries, as also 
a number of Subsidiaries, would become mutual Auxıliarıes, if the charac- 
ter of the Auxiliary consisted of Invariable Concomitance only Then 
again, Vedic Study, Laying of Fire, Agriculture, and Earning of Wealth, 
ete, would all have to be taken as Auxiliaries to Saciifices, as no perfor 
mance of sacrifices 1s ever possible without these 

(2) In view of these objections, the upholder of the second theory 
argues thus “Irrespective of Invariable Concomitance, we must admit 
“that to be the Aumliary which is mstigated by another This saves us 
“from the above objections, as neither the Master ıs instigated by the 
“ Slaves, nor is there any mutual imstigation among Colour, etc” 

But this too cannot be accepted as the correct definition of the 
Auxihary , because the definition is too wide, as well as too narrow 
For instance, the Purodaçakapüla is not instigated by the ‘ Removal of 
the Chaff,’ because ıt ıs an estiblished entity already, and yet ıt is 
accepted as its Auxihary, and on the other hand, though the Homas are 
actually instigated by such causes as the breaking of the vessel, the des- 
truction of the Cake, etc , yet they are not accepted as Auxiharies to these 

(3) Then we have the third theory, as follows ‘ That which is found 
“€ to be enjoined, m excess of something already enjoined, is the Auxilhary 
“to this latter, and thus the character of the Auxgliary consists of being 
“an Excess For instance, in all cases we find that the Injunctions of the 
“ Subsidiaries are over and above those of the Fruitful Primary, and the 
€ Subsidiaries also are something over and above the Prmaries, and im 
“all these cases we Gnd the character of the Auxiliary consisting in 
€ Excess ” 

Against this it may be argued that this definition also 1s too wide, 
as it applies to the Primaries also, because the Primaries are as much m 
excess of the Subsidiaries, as the Subsidiaries are ın excess of the Prima- 
ries (and hence the definition 1s equally applicable to both) 

(4) Then, we have the fourth theory, which 1s as follows “Inas 
“much as we always find the Injunctions of Auxiharies appearing after 
“those of the Primaries, we must conclude the Auxiliary character to 
“consist m this fact of being enjoined at the end of the Injunction In 
“€ connection with the declaration that ‘the modifications of sacrifices 
“should be performed ın the same way as their originals’ we find 

‘ Jarmint also (later on) speaking of the Auxiharies as being laid down 
at the end of Injunctions Consequently we must conclude that the 
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“ character of the Auxiliary, accepted by Jaimini, consists in the fact of 
“its being enjomed by the tail end of an Injunction, as capable of supply- 
“ıng the details of procedure wanted ın connection with the Primary 
“ enjoined at the beginning of that Injunction ” 

To this theory we make the followmg reply we cannot admit this 
to bea correct definition of Auxılıary character, because as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that character belonging to Actions laid 
down in the begimnimg, in the middle, as well as at the end of 
Injunctions That ıs to say, if ın all cases we invariably found the 
Injunctions of Auxiliaries appearing at the tail end of the Sentences and 
the Context, then we could accept that as the universal mark of the 
Auxihary , but asa matter of fact we find them laid down ın the begin- 
ning, the middle as well as the end For mstance, we find such details, 
as the chopping of branches, etc , laid down at the very beginnmg of the 
Primary Darga sacrifice, and hence, according to your definition, they 
could not serve as the Auxilianes of that sacrifice Then, we find, in 
many cases, the Material and the Deity laid down along with the sacrifice 
itself, and these too would not be Auxiliaries, as not laid down at the end 
Tnus then, we conclude that we cannot accept the fact of being laid down 
ab the tail-end of Injunctions as the sole definition of the Auxiliary , 
because we find that in many cases, where the sentence or the context 
begms with the laying down of Subsidiaries, when we come to look for 
the result to be accomplished by these subsidiaries, we come across the 
Injunction of the Primary Sacrifice, which stands in need of the men- 
tion of its method of procedure, and as this want of the Primary 1s 
supplied by the former Subsidiaries, these come to be taken as its 
Auxılarıss, even though they happen to be laid down at the beginning 
of the Injunction 

(5) Then there remains the fifth theory, which may be thus summed 
“up “That should be accepted as the Auxiliary of another which is 
“found to help ıt, ın this way the Homa cannot be the auxiliary of the 
“ Breaking of the Vessel, etc , because the Homa does not help the Break- 
“ang, in fact it is the latter that helps the former In the Veda too we 
“ do not find any other cause of auxiliary character save this, because 
“ unless one thing helped another, it could not be auxiliary to ıb Hence 
“there is nothing ıncongruous in the definition we have given And 
“ın fact, later on, ın certain places, the author of the Bhashya also 
‘t makes such declarations as ‘that which helps another is its Auxhary,’ 
ı : ” Auxilary character is characterised by help,’ and so forth And 
. 7 act, the fact of beg subordinate to another s purpose also is nothing 
ı ülerent fiom Help Consequently the helping of another must be 

accepted as the only mark of the Auzihary ” 
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But even this definition ıs not quite correct, becatise ın accordance 
with this definition, the Auxiliay character would be hopelessly mixed 
up among Primaries, among Subsidiaries, and also among the Subsi- 
diaries of Subsidiaries 

That ıs to say, just as the Subsidiaries help the Prinerpals, so also do 
the Principals help the Subsidiaries by bringing about their performance, 
as also by accepting their aid (and thereby justifying their performance) 
Because no one would perform the Subsidiaries, unless he were instigated 
to ıt by the requirements of the Principals, and these Subsidiaries too 
could not afford any help unless there were something to be helped (ın 
the shape of the Principals) And thus, on account of the help accorded 
by them, the Principals would also become subsidiary (to the Subsidi- 
aries), and thus by mutual help, they would become mutual aumbiaries 
Thén again, in the case of sacrifices, whose performance consists of various 
Principals, a single Prmeipal, without the others, could not accomphsh 
the Result , and hence they would help each other, ın the brmging about 
of it, and hence by mutual help, they would become mutual auxiliaries, 
specially as this help does not in any way differ from that accorded by the 
Subsidiary to the Principal In the same way we could show the 
possibility of mutual help among the Subsidiaries themselves And thus, 
ın the performance of the modifications of a single Principal, even if a 
single Subsidiary should come to be performed, ıt would necessitate the 
performance of all other Subsidiaries and Principals (as its auxilaries), 
and there could be no restriction in this matter 

Similarly, the Harning of Wealth, the Layıng of Fire, and Vedie 
Study, etc , would come to be the auxiliaries of all actions , because they 
help all of them by their various effects, as certainly there is no action 
that can be accomplished without the help of these And these being 
auxiliaries to sacrifices, all who would do these would become entitled to 
the pe: formance of sacrifices , and as such, men of all castes would become 
entitled to the performance of all sacrifices that are laid down with a 
view to the obtaming of a certain result , as the only restriction upon the 
characte: of the pe:former would be that he should have a desire for that 
Result, specially as ın the case of the sentence “ The Brahmana should 
lay the fire in Spring,’ the meaning would be that ‘1f the performer happen 
to be a Brahmana, the laying should be done in spring-time, —which would 
entitle the Giada also to the laymg of fire and the performance of 
sacrifices 

Then again, ıt ıs only when the Definition (or Character) has become 
duly known that ıt can indicate the object to be defined Consequently 
the Auxiliary character, based upon help, 1s possible only m such cases 
where the help accorded is visible In the case of the Purificatory 
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Rates, on the other hand, all of which help imperceptibly,—such, for 
instance, as the Paryagmkarana and the hke , as also ın the case of such 
subsidiaries as the Praydyas, which help the Principal Darça-Pürnamdsa 
indirectly through their Apirvas,—the auxihary character of which 
(Rites and Prayüşas) has not been cogmzed,—as we would perceive no 
visible help accorded by them, they could never be known as Auxiliaries. 
Nor can ıt be urged that the Auxilary character of these would be 
recognized, by means of the assumption of some visible help Because 
prior to the recognition of the fact of thear bemg Subsidiaries, there 
would be no ground for assuming any such Aelpng Asin a case where a 
certain thing having been recognized as auxiliary to an Action, with or 
without a Result, there arises the question as to the way in which it 
would help that Action, and then alone can we, not finding a visible 
help, assume some sort of an unseen help And so long as the Auxihary 
character has not been cogmzed, on what ground could the help be 
assumed P? And ın this way there would be a mutual mterdependence 
For inatance, the auxihary character would be cognized by means of the 
Help, and the Help again would be cognized by that of the Auxihary 
character , and none of the two would be cognized independently of the other 

For the niatter of that, even in the case of actions according percep- 
table help,—eg the threshing of the corn,—we do not find any visible 
help followmg from the Restriction that the chaff 1s to be removed by 
threshmmg alone, and hence the Auxiliary character would not be 
recognized as necessary Nor does the Sempture speak of any help to be 
accorded by chance actions , and hence, according to you, the Auxihary 
character could be cognized only when the help accorded would be 
cogmzed by Sense-perceptron, etc , and in that case the siiras could not 
speak of the Auxıhary character as pomted out by the sıx means of 
Direct Assertion and the rest 

Then agam, even im the case of such subsidiaries as are performed 
only by the way, and are not brought about directly by the Principal 
concerned, and ın fact are performed for the sake of something totally 
different from ib,—ınasmuch as they would help the other, they would 
become auxiliaries to that Principal also, exactly like that which mst- 
gates the performance of that Action in the midst of which that Action 
18 performed And this would be ın direct contradiction to the Şütras— 
“Prüsangikafca notkürshat” (Sutra V—i1—28), “ Prasanqıka prayagertianna. 
vidyaté’ (Sütra IX—1v—28), ‘navd pütratoüt, eto’ (Satra IV—1—34), 
‘Ape vü céshabhijam syat’ (Sütra VI—ıv—3), eto , etc 

Thus we find that even Definition No 5 18 not quite compatible with 
the Scriptures And consequently we declare that ‘the Aumhary s that 
which as for the sake of another, etc” And what we mean 1s that even 
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without finding any help accorded by it, if we finda certam Action to be 
done for the sake of another, we recognize it as its Auxihary, and 
after its auxihary character has been recognized, it would naturally help it 

Question “Is there any difference between helping and being for the 
sake of a thing ?” 

Answer Certamly, there ıs a difference, because we often find that 
something that hinders another is also spoken of as being for its sake, 
while that which helps it is not spoken of as such ‘That ıs to say, the 
mere fact of being done with reference to another is enough to make it 
spoken of as being for zis sake, and this is possible equally with that 
which helps and that which hinders For instance, we speak of smoke 
as being done for the sake of mosquitoes (though what the smoke does 1s 
to drive them away) So also, even when we find one thing helping 
another, if ıb ıs found to be one that has come up by mere chance, and 
which 1s not found to have been done for its sake, it is not spoken of as 
being for tts sake For mstance, when a man drinks water out of a canal 
that has been dug out for the purpose of irrigating the fields of corn, he 
does not speak of ıt as having been dug for his sake Consequently we 
conclude that beng for another’s sake is something wholly different from 
helping 1t 

Objection “ Then in that case even that which hinders would come 
to be an auxiliary ” 

Reply It can be so in the ordimary hfe of the world, ın the case 
of the Veda, however, ıt could not be an auxihary, as it would not be 
something wanted That ıs to say, whenever a certam thing would be 
cognized as being for the sake of the sacrifice, there would be a doubt 
as to whether ıt will help or hinder it, and then, masmuch as the 
Principals do not stand m need of a hindrance, we would reject the 
possibility of the thing hindering the Action, and on the strength of the 
said requirement of the sacrifice, we would take it to be a helper 

Objectson “We can never take a thing as being for the sake of 
“ another, without knowing it as according some help toit Because unless 
“the Princpal is found to be ın need of a helper, even if somethmg 
“ happens to be near it, ıt ıs not accepted to be its anxılary For 
“instance, 1b ıs not on account of mere proximity, and independently of 
“ the help that they accord, that the Praydjas are taken as being for the 
“sake of the Darga Parnamdsa. Consequently, the beng for another’s sake 
“being based upon Helping, we must accept this latter as the sole basis 
“of auxılaıy character ” 

Reply This does not quite affect our position , because it is often that 
we find the fact of something beng for another's sake cognized by means of 
Direct Assertion, even apart from all Helpers, and ın these cases it 
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1s based upon the mere requirements of the Principal For instance, in 
the case of such sentences as “ Dagdpavitréna graham sammirshts,’ ‘ Vrthin 
piokshats,’ and the like, the fact of the actions therein mentioned being 
for the sake of the sacrifice 18 recognized beforehand, by the Direct 
Assertion (of the sentences), and then follows their recognition as subs- 
dıarıes, which leads to the assumption of the help to be accorded by them 
Even in the case of the Praydjas, where there ıs no Direct Mention of 
their being for the sake of the Darga Parnamasa, thongh it appears as if the 
recognition of the Auxiliary ch wacter depended upon some Help accorded 
by them,—yet, ın reality, there too, 1t 18 based upon the requirements of the 
Principal , as the Help 1s not accorded before the sacrifice is acbually being 
performed As we have already shown, that until the Auxiliary character 
of the Prayğşas has been cognized, it 18 not possible either to perceive, or 
assume, the help accorded by them Hence in the case of these we must 
admit the fact to be that—the Dargu and the Purnamösa being found to 
stand ın need of some help, and the Praydyas being found to be on the 
look out for somethmg that they could help, the latter come to be 
recognized by means of Context ot Mutual Dependence, as being fo) the 
sake of the former two sacrifices, long before the help 18 actually accorded 
(during the performance of the sacrifices) And as for the help (it being 
not perceptible), it is assumed simply for the purpose of justifying the 
recognition of their being for the sake of the sacrifices And hence 
even m this case we find that ıt 1s only the requirement of the sacuifices 
that bimgs about tire inference of the fact of the Prayayas being for 
ther sake, and either this fact, or the Auxiliary characte:, does not quite 
depend upon the help accorded by them And thus there 1s no incongruity 
in our theory 

Such bemg the case, inasmuch as it 1s Direct Assertion and the rest 
alone that can establish the fact of something bemg for the sake of 
another, ıt ıs these alone that could lay down the performability 
of the Auxiliaties, and as such, for a due discrimination of these, it 
becomes necessary to take up the present Adhydya And as for several 
Principals, and several Subsidiaries, as taken among themselves, even 
though there 18 a mixture of mutual help, yet there 1s no mixing up of 
the besng for another s sake , and so in our case there is no hopeless confu 
sion ‘Thus its established that there is no flaw ım the definition of the 
Auxihary, as ‘that which is fo. the sake of another’ 

Then, as for the assertion of the Bhashya ‘ that which helps another, 
ete , etc,’ —in this we must take the word ‘help’ as indicating its cruso, 
the beng for another s sake , and the sentence should not be mistaken for 
a definition of the Auxilary, specially as this is made quite clear further 
on, ın the sentence—" those that are for the sake of anothe?, etc , etc” 


DEFINITION OF THE AUXILIARY 937 


The opponent, however, takes the sentence of the Bhashya as laying 
down the definition of Auxiliary as that which helps, and hence urges the 
objection “But we actually find the Teacher serving the ends of the 
Discrple, etc, etc” 

And the reply 1s that zt os guste true that he serves them , but mas 
much as, ın this cise, we perceive a sort of help wholly distinct from 
being for then sake, he is not regarded as them Auxiliary ,—the Bhashya 
rejects the example of the Teacher, and cites one in which there is an 
absolute berung for another s sake, eg, the Born Slave, who, from his very 
birth, ıs known as existing for the sate of his Master, and so also 
the calf which is always known as being for the sake of carı ying loads, 
and certainly the Master 1s not kuown as being for the sake of these , this 
is what makes all the difference 

The opponent, however, thinks that even ın the case of the Master 
and the Slave, the idea of bemg for another’s sake ıs based upon a certain 
help that 1s accorded, and hence urges the objection “The Master also 
supports the Slave, and as such he would become subsidiary to hum” 

The reply to this is that ın thus supporting the Slave, the Master ıs ın 
reality helping himself That ıs to say, the fact of bemg for another's 
sake ıs known by that in view of which that thing is done , and certainly 
the action of the Master is not with a view to help the Born Slave , the fact 
being that he supports him, as this supporting 1s inseparably mixed up 
with the due fulfilment of his own ends, and as such the Master ıs not 
known as the Auxiliary of the Slave 

Then, there arises an objection based upon the idea that the present 
sūtra 18 a mete repetition of what has already been said under the Sätra 
II—i—8, the objection being this ‘* Inasmuch as the definition of the 
€ Auxihary 1s already contained in tl e former sūtra, ıt was not necessary 
to mention it over again, in the present Adhyaya ” 

In sepiy to this we have the Bhishya—Vatrapirvarthata vyavartita 
[In the prereous sūtra we have sumply shown that Accessories do not bring 
about Apitvas) 

Some people explain this reply as follows In the previous sūtra we 
have explained the Auxılıniy characte of such Actions as serve 
perceptible ends , while on the present occasion, we explain that character 
as belonging to all Substances and Actions,—those with perceptible results, 
as well as those with results not perceptible 

But in this manner the present sira may not be 1 repetition , but 
when the auxilary character of all is dealt with, on the present occasion, 
the mention of that character of a porticula kind on the previous occasion 
would be a meto useless repetition 

Consequently we must explun the Bhashye as follows The questim 
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simply being as to what has been said in the previous sitra,—we proceed 
to explain that which has been said there It ıs this the Auxiliary 
character of the threshing ıs based upon the definition given in the 
present sūtra, and all that was shown in the previous sūtra was 
that, ınasmuch as that action serves a visible purpose, it cannot be 
accepted as bringing about an Apirva That is to say, ıb is the univer- 
sally applicable Auxiliary chazacter defined m the present sūtra that has 
been attributed to the Action spoken of under the previous sūtra for the 
purpose of showing that ıt does not lead to an Apūiva 

Or, the sense of the question itself may be explained as follows 
“On the present occasion, the Auxiliary character being explained as 
“something quite new (not explamed before), based upon the beung for 
“ another”s sake, independently of the definition of the Primary and Subsidi- 
“ary character of Actions explained in the previous Adhyaya,—this 
“ present definition appears to be contradictory to what has been sud in the 
“ Sūtra II—1—8, which has distinctly explained the Ausihary Character 
“ to consist in helping ” 

İn that case, the sense of the Reply would be this In that sūtra, 
we have spoken of the perception of Help, simply for the purpose of 
precluding all possibility of the assumption of distinct Api vas, and not 
as a definition of the Auxihary, while in the present s#ira, we have the 
real definition of all Auwlaries , and thus the subject-matter of the two 


7 bemg totally different, there can be no contuadiction between 
em 


ADHIKARANA (3) 
[The Enumerating of Auailraries ) 


Sutra (3) According to Baüdarı the Auxiliary character belongs 
to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 


We now proceed to show the objects that have the character of the 
Auxilhary And on this ve have Badari’s view as the 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“There are only three Auxharies (1) The substunce—whose 
‘“‘auxihary character is ınherent, as shown under the sūtra, ‘ dravyanam, 
“ete? (VI—:—1) [Substances are related to actions, always ım the 
“ character of auxiharies] , and this character 13 denied only when it is 
€ found to have no use whatever m connection with the Action ,—(2) The 
€ Property such as ‘ Redness’ and the like, serving to qualify the substance 
€ that helps in the completion of the Action, is from its very nature an 
“auxiliary ,—(3) The Sanctification also, like threshing, etc, becomes 
“an auxilary, by reason of its making the corn fit for being made into 
“cakes that are laid down as to be offered at sacrifices, and which could 
“only be made of the threshed corn, and never out of the unthreshed one , 
€ thus to this also the auxihary character belongs by its very nature 

“To the sacrefice, etc on the othe: hand, the auxihary character 
“€ does not belong by nature, nor is it lud down by Vedie words as belorg- 

mo to them Speciilly, in the case of the sacrafice, we find that it is 
“ itself perfor med by all agents , and it itsef never functions towards the 
‘“tulfilment of anything else 

“Nor can it be urged that we do find the Sacrifice functioning 
‘cowards the fulfilment ot the Result Because, the Result is found to 
“€ yppoat long after the Sacrifice has been finished 

“ Objection ‘In Süha II—ı—l, et seq, ib has been declared that 
“ sacrifiees are possessed of the instrument ul character ” 

“ Reply It is true that that declaration has been made, but o 
“reasons have been adduced in support of 16 Specially as all that has 
“been done in that Adğıkarana (II—1—1 et seg), which depends fur t 
‘own fulfilment upon the Sva: gaZamadhıkarana (Vi—1—1-3), is sal 
‘no mstiumentahty belongs to Nouns Consequently at present ib... 
“ the Sia gükümadhakarana has been established) we could speal of 
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‘instrumental character of sacrifices only tentatively (as something yet 
“ to be proved ’’) 

“Then, as for the Resuli—inasmuch as ıt is something to be 
“ accomplished by tae Sacrifice, it has the character of the Principal in 
“ reference”to the Sacrifice , and ın reference to the Agent, its auxihary 
“character has never been spoken of In fact, being something desircd, 
“it must be accepted as the Principal, while the Agent bemg a sub- 
“ stance could, at best, be regarded as an auxilary to the Sacrifice 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the auxilary character belon gs 
“ only to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Stra (4) According to Jaimini, (the auxiliary character 
resides wm) Actions also, as they are performed for the 
sake of Results 


The meaning of this Sūtra 1s quite clear 


Sitra (5) The Result also, as ıt ıs for the sake of the Agent 


From the very fact of the Result being mentioned along with the 
word ‘desire,’ it 18 clear that ıt 1s for the sake of the Person (in whom 
alone the Desire could be present) For no intelligent person ever 
desires the acquisition of Heaven by itself, he always desnes it for the 
sakeof hisown enjoyment Then agum, the Atmanépada ending ın the 
verbs (‘yajéia’ and the like, in the sentence ‘ svargakimo yaşeta?) 
distenctly shows that the Result (Heaven) 18 to be enjoyed by the Agent 
performing the sacrifiie, and not by anybody else And thus there can be 
no doubt as to the Result being anxılıdıy to its en)oye 


Stitra (6) The Agent also, because he is for the sake of the 
Action 


In the case of such sentences as ‘sra? galkümo yaşetay the auxihiy 
characte: of the Agent is ompled by the verb ‘y yeta’, while it is 
directly laid down m sentencas like the one that lays down the sacrificial 
post of the Udumbara wood to be of the same height as the sacrificer 


And consequently the Agent also can be regarded as having the auxılıuy 
character 


Certain objections have been brought forward agaist the Bhishya 
(of this Adhzhuiana) , they may be thus summed up 
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“The Bhashya on sūtra (8), having shown that the auxıhary 
“ character belongs to Substances, Properties and Sanctafications,—and not 
“ to Sacrifices, Results and Agents,—has gone on to deny the Principal 
“ character of the Agent, and this 1s altogether ıtrelevant 

“ Then again, we find the Bhashyu asserting that the fact of the 
“ Agent being auxiliary to the Action, on account of its being a substance 
“is quite perceptible But this 1s a mere repetition of something 
“ already mentioned before and rejected as untenable Nor 1s1t quite proper 
“to speak of the Agent along with the Sacrifice and the Result, the possı- 
“bility of whose auxiliary character has been denied, because the 
“ functıonıng of the Agent ıs not at all sımılaı to that of these too 
€ Hence these assertions are most ımproper 

“€ Thirdly, towards the end of the Adhikarana we find the Bhashya 
“ saying—‘ The conclusion finally arrived at by the author of the Vrtte as 
“this, etc, etc” Butimasmuch as it has already been declared by the 
“sutras that the auxilary character of Substances, Properties and 
“ Sanctifications 1s independent of all other things, while the Sacrifice, 
“the Result and the Agent are Principals m reference to the Substance, 
“€ etc and then the sūras (4) to (6) themselves have spoken of the 
“auxihary character of these (Sacrifice, etc ) as depending upon one 
“ another,— what the Bhashya speaks of as the final conclusion arrived at 
“ by the Author of the Vriit ıs nothing more than a mere repetition of 
“what has already been said before ” 

In order to meet these objections, we should explain the Adhkarana 
as follows 

There are two interpretations of the present Adhikarana (1) The 
Auxihary having been defined as ‘that which 1s for anothen’s sake,’ the 
Bhashya biings forvard as the Pirvapaksha, Badar’s theory of the 
austhary character residing in Substances, Properties and Sanctrfications 
only, which is based upon the theory of the auxihary character consistmg 
in Helg? 1g , and then lays down the S:ddhanta,m accordance with the theory 
of Jaimini And as such it was only natural that, in the first mstance, 
the Bhashya should, while putting forward the Purvapaksha, have taken his 
stand upon the theory that the Auxihary ıs that uhach helps has then, 
as for the Agent, inasmuch as he 1s a substance, he helps the fulfilment 
of the Action, and as such he can always be accepted (both by Jaimm 
and Büdarı) as an auxihary As for the Sacrifice and the Result, on the 
other hand, they are never found to help ın the fulfilment of anything, 
and as such they cannot (according to Badaz1) be regarded as Auxilanes 
Then, as for the sentence ‘ yagaphalapurush@sha, '—which speaks of all 
the three together,—ıt ıs not to be interpreted along with the preceding 
word “ Çesha,” as that ‘the auxilary character does not belong to these 


942 TANTRA VARTIKA ADH YI—PADA 1—ADET (3) 


three, —but only that ‘ what the Seddha@niz holds with regad to all these 
three (having the auxiliary character) is not possible’ And this is 
most natural, because vhat the Piirvapahshz should deny 18 what the 
Soddhüntf. asserts, and not anything at random , and as itis the auxihary 
character of these three that the Sı:ddaönt holds, ıt ıs only natural that 
the Parvapaksh. should deny the auxiliary character of these, and not 
the mere form of that character 

(2) The position of the Sıddhäntı being that Sacrifices, Results and 
Agents have a dual character, inasmuch as they are Auxiliaries to 
certain Actions, while Principals to others,—it is this dual character 
of these that the Bahshya, ın accordance with Badaii’s theory, denies by 
declaring that ‘en Sacrifices, Results and Agents’ there 18 no dual character, 
as held by the Szddh@utz, and his reasons are that Sacrifices and Results 
are always Principals, while the Agent is always Auxiliary And thus 
ınasmuch as it is only the presence of the dual character that is denied, in 
the case of all the three, by the denial of the character of the Aumihary (in 
the first two) and that of the Principal (ın the last), there 1s nothing very 
wrong in speaking of all the three conjointly, as all the three have the 
similarity of having then dual character demed 

And the Siddhainta Sütras (4—6) also should be taken as establish- 
ing the auxihary character, meluding (hand in hand with) the dual 
character (of the three),—basing this on the definition of the Auxiliary as 
‘that which is for the sake of another’ 

Objection “Inasmuch as, with regard to the Agent, the Parvapakshr 
“has admitted Ins auxiliary character on the ground of his bemg a 
“ substance, and has only denied his Principal character, it was necessary for 
“tne Sıddhänt: to establish his Principal characte., and there was no use of 
“establishing the fact of ‘the Agent being an auxiliary on account of bemg 
“for the sake of the Action’ (because this is what has been already 
“admitted by the opponent)” 

This does not affect our position , because what the Pirvapakehs has 
done 1s to deny the Principal character of the Agent, on the ground of the 
non auxihary character of the Sacrifice and the Result, and hence as soon 
as the two Süfras (4 and 5) have established the auxiliary character of 
the Sacrifice and the Result, the Agent would come to be recognised ag 
having only the character of the Principal, masmuch as he would be Piw- 
cipal with reference to the Sacrifice as also to its subservient, the Result, 
and thereby his dual character (of the Auxiliary and the Principal) bemg 
ın danger of disappearance, it was absolutely necessary to recall the fact 
of his having the character of the Auxhary also, and this is all that has 
been done ın the süfra ın question (the sixth) 

Or, ıt may be that the opponent has accepted the auxiliary character 
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of the Agent, on the ground of his helpong (the sacrifice) , and taking 
exception to this, and holding his auxiliary character also to consist, hke 
that of the Sacrifice and the Result, ın the fact of his bemg for another's 
sake, the author has declared —The Agent also ıs an auamliary, because he 
ss for the sake of the Action, and not because he helps ıt 

With a, view to explain théfour sūtras (3—6) m accordance with the 
ınterpretatıon of the Vrite, the Bhashya says—‘ Athatrabhagaviin, ete 

In this case, the theory of Badar11s not the Pirvapuksha As all the 
four sūiras are taken as a subsequent expansion of the general definition of 
the Auxiliary, given in siitza (2), as showing the objects possessing that 
character 

In the previous interpretation, the siitra (3), as declaiimg the anxılı- 
ary character to restin Substances, Properties and Sanctifications only, has 
been taken as embodyıng the Pirvapaksha But now, it 1s as representing 
the Siddhainta that the author brings forvard Badarıs theory, simply 
by way of corroboration, and then proceeds to show futher applications of 
the said defimtion(of the Auxiliary) And as fo: the declaration that the 
auxıluary character resides in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, 16 18 taken ın the sense that ıt ıs these alone that have always the 
auxilary character only, and never the characte: of the Principal 

And then the other three sētras (4-6) are brought forward to show 
that the auxihary character not being absolute, ıt resides in Sacuifices, 
Results and Agents also, and thus what ıs established by these siézas 1s 
only the relateve Auxiliary and Principal character of these thiee And 
this ıs just what has been shown m the Bhishya also 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be that there are two 
kinds of substrates of the said auxiliary character—the Absolute (those that 
are always Auxiliaries) and the Relateve (those that are at times Auxili- 
aries and at times Principals) 

Objection “Inasmuch as we find that Substances, Properties and 
“ Sanctifications also are Principals, with reference to their subsidiaries, 
“ as well as auxılıarıes with reference to Sacrifices,—the auxiliary 
“ character of these also should be accepted as only Relative (and not 
€ absolute) (1) For instance, we find that the Corn 1s the Piincipal with 
“reference to its Threshing, and that this Threshing also is Principal in 
“ reference to the Pestle and other Implements (used ın the threshing) , and 
“then, while being Principals with reference to the Threshing, the Corn 1s 
“ found to be auxılary to the Preparation of the cake (2) Then as for Pro 
““ perties,—such as Number and the like,—we find them to be auazlary to 
“that which they qualify, while in reference to those prope: ties that bring 
“about the Number, it is Principal (3) Similarly Sanctificvtions also,— 
such as the Preparing and the Tho: shing,—are found to be auaelraz ies to 


944 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH, 111-——PADA I —ADHT. (3). 


“the Fire and the Corn respectively; while, with referonce to their own 
“accessories, the fuel aud the pestle, ete., they are Principals. Conse- 
‘quently even these three cannot rightly be spoken of as always having 
“the auxiliary character only.” 

Reply : In the case of Substances, Properties and Sanctifications, we 
find that they can never be the Principal with regard to which they are 
Auxiliaries ; while in the case of the Sacrifices, Results and Agent, on the 
other hand, we find that they have the two characters with regard to one 
another. | 

That is to say, Substances, Properties and Sanctifications always bear 
the auxiliary character towards the Sacrifice leading to some desirable re- 
sult,—even though towards (heir own subsidiaries they may bear the char- 
acter of the Principal; and with regard to the Sacrifice, the Principal char- 
actor of these is as good as non-existent. It is with a view to this that we 
have the declaration in the Bhashya—‘ with regard tothe Sacrifice they always 
bear the auxiliary character’; and not that, ‘ they have always the auxiliary 
character only.’ Then again, the Bhishya adds—‘ The augiliary character 
of others is relative’ (‘others ’=Sacrifices, Results and Agents); and the 
qualifying clause “yayım prate’—‘ with regard to the Sacrifice ’—pertains to 
this sentence also. That is to say, in the case of these latter, we find 
that each of them bears the character of the Principal and the Auxiliary 
to the two others. Fe. instance, the Sacrifice is Principal with regard to 
the Agent, who, as a substance, accomplishes it; while with regard to the 
Result it bears the anxiliary character ; and then again, that (Sacrifice) 
the Possessor of the Result, the Agent; and that (Sacrifice) which is the 
Principal with regard to the Agent, can certainly be called the Principal 
with regard to the Result, which is subordinate to the Agent, [Thus the 
Sacrifice is both Auxiliary and Principal to the Agent, and to the Result. ] 
So also the Result, which is Principal with regard to the Sacrifice, ia Prin- 
cipal also with regard to the Ayent, who is an accessory of the Sacrifice , 
and while it is auxiliary to the Agent, it is auxiliary also to the Sacri- 
fice that is performed by him. Similarly the Agent, being the Principal 
with regard to the Result, is Principal also with regard to the Sacrifice 
which brings about that Result; and while he is auxiliary to the Sacri- 
fice, he is auxiliary also tothe Result brought about by that Sacrifice. 
Such mutual double relationship is not found in the case of Substances, 
Properties and Sanctifications. And in this lies the difference between 
these on the one hand, and tho Sacrifice, ete., on the other. 

Then the Bhfshya has spoken of the Auxiliary and the Principal 
characters subsisting indirectly (through intervening agencies), But this 
must he taken as referring to cases where these relationships are only 
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rmplied by the existing state of things (and not spoken of in any texts), 
and they should not be taken as mentioned for purposes of observance 
at the performance of sacııfices, as in that case, masmuch as the Agent 
and the Result would be indirect auxilaries to the modifications of ori- 
ginal Sacrifices, they would also have to be imported into the per 
formance of these , and this would be a flagrant contradiction of the Sed- 
dhanta bearing on that subject 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the above are the only 
ways ın which the auxiliary character—to he explained in detail below—~ 
ean exist 


119 


ADHIKARANA (4) 


[The Nirvapana, etc, are applicable to definite objects, according to the use 
of each | 


Sitra (T) They are connected with a definite purpose 


We have explained the marks and the objects of the auxılary 
character And we now proceed to consider the way in which the Auxılı- 
arses become applied to actual practice, and in the next three Ad/zka- 
ranas we shall treat of the practical applications of Sanctifications, Sub- 
stances and Prope! ties, respectively 

Some people hold that the practical application of the Sanctification 
is pointed out by the suggestive Power of words, that of Substances, 
by Syntactical Connection, and that of Properties, hy Direct Assertion 

But this view is not countenanced by our teachers Because though 
we do actually come across the operation of various authorities (for 
practical application), yet, ın the present Pada, we are concerned, 
pre eminently, only with such applications as are based upon Direct Asser- 
tion, while those based upon the suggestivencss of words, and the other 
authorities, will be dealt with in Pada Il et sq, as we have already 
said above 

[in regard to the Darça Pürnamüsa, we find the Injunction ‘ Darçapür- 
namğüsübhyüm svargakümo yaşeta”, and ın connection with these two 
Sacrifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the mrva- 
pana (pouring out), the prokshana (washing), aoahanana (thresh- 
ing), and so forth, as relating to vegetables, and ufpavana (sprink- 
ling), vila@pana (boring), grahana (holding), asGduna (procuring), and 
the hke, relating to the butter, and again ÇokAd harana (fetching of 
the twigs), Gavamprasthipana (fetchm , of the cows), Gavimpras- 
növana (making the cow yield milk), and so forth, relating to the 
Sünnüyya (the mixture of Curd and Butter) And with regard to these 
details, there arises a question as to whether all these three classes of 
dstails are to be performed im connection with all three kind of materials— 
Vegetables, Butter and Curd-Butter mixture, alike, or should them 
performance be restricted to only those materials, in which they are 
found to se: ve some useful purpose ] 

Though the fact of the Details applying to the vegetables, etc , has yet 
to be established ın the ddhikarana, yet, 1b18 in accordance with the 
Stddhania that the Bhashya speaks of them as so differentiated 
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The Siddhant. objects to the doubt, by sayıng that the detarls are 
distinctly menhomed wm connection with certain definte materials 

But the opponent thinking that the connection of the details ( Thresh- 
eng f 1) with a definite material (the Corn) 18 indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection (ın the sentence “ Vrihinavahanty’), while it is by 
Direct Assertion that the word ‘avahant.’ enjoins the Thresheng pure 
and simple, (and as such the general applicability of the threshing 1s 
more authoritative than its special application to the Corn only, and 
with this in view, he replies by sayıng— “The Threshing and the rest, 
as denoted by the single word, are enjouned by Direct Assertion ” 

But this way of justifying the Doubt appears very improper Be- 
cause a word 1s never used without another word, and the remedy for 
the contradiction by Direct Assertion, we have already explained ım the 
Vakyadhikarana As a matter of fact, by becommg connected with 
the Corn, the Threshing does not cease to be Thresheng And if this 
were the case, then alone could the Syntactical Connection be contrary to 
Direct Assertion, and thereby rejected On the contrary, we find that 
the Threshing cannot be performed by itself, and as such it could not 
but be performed ın connection with another object (such as the Corn) 
In accordance with your theory also, the thieshang 18 not performed by 
itself , and then ıf you reject the object pomted out by Syntactical 
Connection, you take upon yourself the much greater trouble of connect- 
ing its performance with every one of the objects spoken of ım the 
Context If you were to base its connection with something outside the 
Context, the words relative to which you would supply from without, 
—that too would involve a deal of trouble Then if you hold it to be 
connected with the Principal sacrifice, by aiding it indirectly,—that would 
mean a remotely involved connection If, lastly, you do not hold it to 
be connected with anything, then its injunction becomes wholly pur- 
poseless Consequently the aforesaid way of justifymg the Doubt ıs highly 
objectionable 

“Then we explain ıt as follows —The Doubt in the present case 
“is not based upon the fact of the various sentences being taken 
“ separately, o1 all together , but upon the fact of the various Details apper- 
“taming to the single Final Apirva, or to distanct Intermediate Apirvas 

“That ıs to say, the reasoning of the Pirvapakshais not this That 
€ “the Threshing, being denoted by the word, ıs enjomed independently 
“by itself, by Direct Assertion, while ib is by Syntactical Connection 
“that it is connected with the Corn, and this connection therefore is 
“set aside by the former Direct Assertion, consequently, bemg enjomed 
“independently, ıt ıs only natural that there should be a doubt as to 
“ whether all the detaila—Threshing and the hke—are to be connected 
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“with all sorts of materials, or only with those objects ın connection with 
“whom they are found to bring about certain visible effects’ But 
“what is meant by 16 ıs that the Threshing is enjomed by Direct Asser- 
“ tion, as connected with the Corn, but we cannot admit it to apply to 
“the class ‘Corn’ (28, Corn in general), as such au applıcatıon would 
“ be absolutely useless 

“That is to say, if the Threshing were taken to be connected 
“with the Coon just as ıt is denoted by the word “ Vrikz” (26 , the class 
€ “ Corn’), then, on account of this connection, it conld not apply vo 
“all the matenals As a matter of fact, we find that, ın accordance 
“wath the first Adhzkarana of Adhyüya IX, the Threshing passes over the 
“directly denoted class ‘Corn,’ and becomes connected with ‘that 
“which brings about the Apirva’, and there can be no doubt that this 
“connection, being pointed ont by the indication of the element of the 
“capability of bringing about the .ipérva which depends upon the Con- 
“ text, 13 based upon Syntactical Connection , and it is this that 1s meant 
“ by the sentence—‘ the connection of these with the Corn, etc, as brought 
“ about by means of Syntactscal Connection’ (Bhashya) 

“Then as for the particular Syntactical Connection, in the form of 
“an indication of the capability of bringing about the Apitrva,—it 19 
“equally capable of pertaining to the Vegetable, the Butter and the 
“€ Curd-Butter mixture, us all these ate mentioned m the same Con- 
“text Similarly the ‘sprimkling,’ ‘boiling,’ etc, also could be shown 
“by Indirect Indication to be connected with other offering materials not 
“ specially enjomed 

“ Then, the question of the AdkzLaruz. resolves itself into the follow- 
“ing form ‘(1) Are all the details to performed with reference to the 
“single final Apiiova of the ÖDarça-Püenamdöəa, or with reference to 
“various minor Apiirvas? (2) If the latter, then are all of them conne t- 
“ ed with every one of the minor Apiirvas, or with only one particular 
“ApirvaP If they are all performed with reference to a single Apurva, 
“o if all are connected with every one of the minor Apurtas, then 
“there will be a commingling of the various details, while if they are 
“performed with reference to many Apürsas, and cach of them is connect- 
“ed with only one Apérva, then, there would a restriction as to the 
“ performance of these ” 

In regard to this question, the author begins with propounding 
the Siddh@nta theory They are connected with a definite purpose 

That is to say, even though the various details are found to be 
mentioned imdependently by them own words, yet when the question 
arises as to where they are to be pe:formed, the imvariable conclusion 13 
that they should be performed there where they may servela useful 
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purpose Then, as a matter of fact, we do not find a commixture of these 
details leading to any useful result in all cases And even if they be 
taken as performed with reference to Apirvas, then also, the connection 
could be fixed upon only in accordance with the useful purpose found 
to be served by them Or, we may take the sütra as meaning that the 
scripture itself points out that they should be performed ın connection 
with that wherein they serve some useful purpose Thus, f1, the 
Threshing comes to be taken as performed with reference to that particu. 
lar Apürva, the means of which ıs indwwated by the word “ Yola” 
(‘Corn’), by reason of that capabshty (of bringing about the Apiirva) 
which inheres in the same substrate (the individnal sacrificial corn) as the 
Olass (‘Corn’) denoted by that word (( Vrihe’), and it could not be 
taken along with the means of any other Apiiva, which 18 not similarly 
indicated, and with which, therefore, the Threshing could have no connec- 
tion 

Then we have in the Bhashya, the objection—* As a matter of fact we 
“ find at duectly lard down that all the detacls are to be performed im connec- 
“hon with all That ıs to say, (1) as there is a single Final Apirva to be 
“accomplished ,—(2) as, even when there are many Apirvas, we do not 
“ perceive any ground for limiting the indication (of any Apürva by any 
“ particular word) ,—and (3), lastly, as the purpose served by them wonld 
“ be perceived after the Injunction,—a restriction of the application of the 
“ Details could not be based upon a perception of these purposes ” 

The reply 1s— We do not yet know whether they are directly lard down 
as suck, or not,—st 18 a matter stell to be considered That s to Bay, we do 
not yet know whether all the details are to be performed with reference 
to a single Final Aparva, or with reference to every one of the minor 
Apüruas , and that even without the specific montion of the particular 
objects (the Corn and the lıke, with reference to which the Threshing, ete , 
should be performed), the performance of these would be restiicted, in 
accordance with the Süfra 1—iv—30 

C., the reply may be taken to mean that—ıf all the details be 
performed with reference to a single Apirva, ot with roforence to every 
one of the minor Api vas, then they would all become mixed up, whereas 
if they are connected with such means of distinct Apürvas as are 
indicated by the class ‘Oorn’ and the like,—then thoro is a restriction 
(or adjustment) of them performance ,—bat 16 is still to be decided which 
of these alternative theories is truc, and hence we do not yet know that 
all of them are directly lard down with reference to all 
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PURVAPAKSHA 


Sttra (8) “They must be taken as pertaining to all, because 
they are non different ın their Connection, and because there 
is no difference of Context ” 


The opponent explains his position as follows ‘Tt ıs the subtle 
potential state of the Result, which appears as its Sprout, that 19 
“ called “ Apurva’, on account of its appearing ın a form that never . d 
€ before, this we have already explained before (ın Adh II) Conse 
‘ quently, inasmuch as the Result of the Darça-Pürnamdsa ıs one only, 
“ there cannot be more than one Apirva, and the capability of bringing 
“about this Apirva belongs equally to the Vegetables, the Butter and 
“the Curd Butter mixture, hence the details laid down with refer 
“ ence to these materials must be taken as pertaining to all of them 

“ Though ıt 1s possible that there may be othe: minor Apirvas, follow 
‘ing from each of the various sacrifices,— Agqnéya and the like (of which the 
€ Darcga-Piirnama@sa are composed),—yet inasmuch as these minor 
“ Apinvas do not lead to any distinct Results (as they only help in 
“ the fruition of the one Final Apiirva), they are, ın this, hke the form of 
“ the sacrifice, and as such have no capability of having any details per 
“formed with reference to themselves, and hence ıt ıs only the final 
“ Apürva that comes to be taken as that which has the details performed 
“ with reference to itself 

“ Even if they were performed with reference to distinct Api vas,— 
“inasmuch as of all the vatious details that are laid down simply with 
“reference to the means of Apirva mentioned in the Context, none 1s 
“mentioned specificaily,—fo. if any were so mentioned there would be 
“a syntactical split,—iheir Injunction must be accepted as having a 
“universal application And this 1s anothe: reason in favour of the 
“view that the details pertain to all the materials 

“And in support of this universal application, we have (in the 
“ sūtra) two reasons (1) “ samyogato’—vigashat’, and (2) “ praharanðı uë 
“ shüt” Thats to say, the characteristic of bringing about the Ae fru 
“that we find in one object (Corn), as the ground of its conne tior with 
“a particular detail (Threshing), is also found im the other object, be 
“eause as for the specific characteristic of the elass ‘Corn’ (which 
“subsists ın the Corn only), this is of use only in the indwition, and 
“as of no use m restricting the application of the Threshing Then, as 
“for the objectwe character (of the Corn as mentioned in the sentence 
“< Vrahimavahantı?”)) it is found in all the other objects also, as all of 
“them are objects to be offered Therefore it must be admitted that, levy 
“ing aside all such objects as are not connected with the A, wira, aş we 
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“€ not objects to be offered, and as do not help m the bringing about of the 
“particular Apöroa of the Context,—with reference all other objects 
“ should all the details be performed 

“ Then as for those details that are either mdirectly 1mplied, or, 
“not being directly enjoined, are only pomted out by certain purposes 
“served by them in matters ielating to ordinary worldly affairs,—the 
“application of these could be restricted 1n accordance with the purpose 
“served by them Or, ın a case where, as ın the case of the modifications 
“of original sacrifices, the Details appear by means of certain purposes 
“previously enjomed,—and the purpose has not got to be assumed from 
“ the details themsel ves,—the performance of such details would be adjust- 
€ ed ın accordance with the purposes served In the case ın question, 
“ however, we find that the sacrifice ın question 1s the original sacrifice 
“ ( Darca-Pirnamasa) itself, and the Injunction lays down, long before the 
o Purposes, the Details themselves, whose purposes have got to be assumed , 
“and hence that Injunction in question must be construed,—not as 
‘t where these purposes are to be served, there these details are to be per- 
“formed ’, but—as ‘where these details are performed, there ıs a visible 
€ or mvisible purpose served ’ 

“ Consequently the Details must be taken as appertaining to all 
“ objects ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sätra (9) The absence of a useful purpose would deprive it 
of the character of Action 


That is to say, by denying the visible purpose actually served, or 
that which ıs mentioned in scriptures as to be served by 1t,—we would 
set aside the performabılıty of the Action, etc, ete The sense of the 
Bhashya ıs quite cleat 


Sūtra (10) The Result is found to appear along with the 
operation, it ış only when there 1s no visible result, that its 
absence could justify the Details bemg taken merely as ex- 
pressed by the words 


It has been urged that, “inasmuch as we shail assume certain 
imperceptible effecte there would not be an absence of useful purposes ý 
And to this we make the followmg reply 

If the ‘ prathana’ (Thickening), etc, were forcibly laid down im con- 
nection with the Butter also, then alone could we be justified in assuming 
an imperceptible result, as the theckenng not serving any visible purpose 
in regard to the Butte, without that assumption, the Injunction would be 
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inexplicable That ıs to say, ıt ıs only on the strength of the Apparent In- 
consistency of a Direct Vedic Declaration that we can rightly assume im- 
perceptible effects But, as a matter of fact, we find the Declaration of 
the ‘ Thickenmg’ to be quite consistent in its visible purpose, when thken 
along with the Cake, and as such there is no Inconsistency that could 
justify our assuming an imperceptible effect, on the strength whereof 
we would connect the Thickening with the Butter also 

To explain—as a matter of fact, we find that the Threshing brings 
about its perceptible result in the Corn, along with its performance, 
while in the others (the Butter, etc ), we find the mere operation of Thresh- 
ıng, without any results, and so long as a useful operation 19 possible, 
no Vedic Injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a use- 
less operation , and ın the absence of such urging by a Vedic Injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible results 
And thus there would be a mutual mterdependence the assumption of 
the Injunction (of Threshing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (amperceptible), and the assumption of the Results being 
based upon the Injunction Thatis to say, in regard to the Butter, etc, 
we do not find either the Injunction or the Result (of Thieshing) , while 
in regard to the Corn, we find both, independently of each other 

The same reasoning may be applied to the case of the Boing, etc, as 
to be performed ın regard to the Butter and the Curd-Butter mixture 

Then again, even when a useful result is actually found to be brought 
about, if ıt be such as ıs not required, ether by the Sacrifice or the Agent, 
as according a needed help,—then, that is not to be accepted, but the 
result brought about (by the Theshing in regard to the Corn) is not 
such a one, as this result ıs found to be the separation of the grain 
from the chaff, and this ıs needed, as helping in the preparation of the 
Cake, by all the six factors of the sacrifice—z, the Corn, the Oake, the 
Sacrifice, the Apirva, the Priest and the Sacrificer Because without the 
removal of the Chaff, the Corn could neither be made into the Cake, nor 
be offered at the sacrifice ,—this is what is meant by the Bhashya saying 
‘prayajanaiica ténéte’ 

In a case, however, where there 1s a total absence of perceptible 
effects, the Details would be taken merely as expressed by the words, 
and hence the said absence could justify the assumption of imperceptible 
effects, and ın that case the Threshing would apply to the Butter and the 
Curd Butter mixture also But when a distinctly perceptible effect 
is present, there can be no assumption of an imperceptible one , and hence 
the application of the Details becomes restricted, in accordance with the 
purpose served by each 

Then again, when an Injunction has once had all its requirements 
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fulfilled by a perceptible effect ın a certain place, and thereby has des- 
troyed the force of the Apparent Inconsistency (attaching to ıt, ın the 
matter of a Result),—at cannot, even m another place, be assumed to 
have an imperceptible effect (an assumption whereof could only be based 
upon the said Apparent Inconsistency) 

Or again, the Details could be enjoined with regard to all the objecta 
concerned, only under the following conditions —(1) If they were all 
performed with reference to the smgle Final Apüroa , (2) if all of them 
were performed with reference to all the Minor Api vas , (3) 1f there were 
no distinct Apirvas followmg from the Actions performed with the Corn, 
etc, (4) ıf these last Apüroas had not the requisite capability of having 
Actions performed with reference to themselves 

As a matter of fact, however, we find that for each of the Actions 
there ıs a distinct Apiirva—every one of these having the capability of 
having the particular Action performed with reference to itself 

As for the fact of each of these Apirvas being distinct, we have 
already proved it under the Apiirvadhekai ana (II—1—1-5) 

And even if these Apürvas do not directly lead to any Result, yet, for 
the mere sake of ther Apirva-character, they will have to be taken as 
having the capabihty of having the details (of Threshing, etc) performed 
with reference to themselves As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
wholly useless either , because that alone ıs rejected as wholly devoid of 
that capability, on the ground of uselessness, which brings about absolutely 
no effect, or when, even without the effect brought about by it, the 
Material and the Sacrifice, etc, are all duly accomplished The Minor 
Apūrvas ın question, however,—vz , those that follow from the Agnéya and 
other subsidiary sacrifices of the Darca-Pirnamasa,—are actually found 
to be indirectly conducive to a distinct Result, through the help that 
they accord to the Final Apiirva of the Darça-Pürnamdsa And pror to 
the performance of the Details ın question, these Minor Apérvas are not 
accomplished , nor have they the extent of ther means clearly known 
Consequently, ıt 1s for the sake of the accomplishment of themselves 
that these Apirvas instigate the performance of the Details in ques 
tion 

And an Apiirva ıs acknowledged to be the instigator of a Detail, only 
when ıt ıs found that the performance of that Detail brings about that 
particular Apirva And m the case im question, we find that the word 
‘Vrīh?’, as also the 1est, points to that Apirva which is brought about 
by Actions performed with regard to the Vrzhz, and not to others (brought 
about by those performed with regard to the Butter, etc ), because it has 
no connection with these Thus then, the Threshing comes to have iis use 
fulness established by having obtained its own specific Minor Apra and 
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does not stand 1h need, either of the Final Apirva, or of other Minor 
Apiirvas brought about by other Actions 

That ıs to say, inasmuch as, in the sentence speaking of the Vrihe 
(Corn) along with the operation of Thresheng, we find the Injunction 
having its usefulness through the particular Apdrva following from that 
operation performed with regard to the Corn,—that operation 1s not 
apphed to the other substances If there were no Apirva ın that case, 
then an umperceptible result would have had to be assumed , and im that 
case, we could take the operation to be performed with reference to even 
such helps as are not pomted out by the word ‘Vrihx’ Asa matter of 
fact, however, we have a, distinct Apöroa , and as such none of these contin- 
gencies are possible 

The sutra may also be interpreted to the same effect, as follows 
In the absence of the particular Apirva brought about by the Rice(Vrihe), 
there bemg no useful purpose served, the connection (of threshing) 
with the Curd-Butter mixture, either through the remote Final Apirva, 
or through the Minor Apirva of some intermediate Action, could be taken 
as expressed by the words , when, however, there 1s a distinct Apirva in 
close proximity (with the Race itself), the words cannot bear the strain 
(of signifying the connection of the Threshing with other substances) , 
and consequently, there is no authority for connecting the Threshing with 
the Butter or with the Curd-Butter mixture 

Objection ‘“ Bat then, masmuch as the sacrificial implements, the 
“ Sruk, ete , would also be connected with the Minor Apirva of the Agnéya 
“ sacrifice (at which the Vrih1-Rzce 1s offered), the operation of Threshing 
“ (which you take to be laid down with reference to that which brings 
“about that partacular Apürva) would come to be applied to those imple- 
“ ments also” 

Reply This does not affect our position, because the fanction of 
the implements (which are instrumental) ıs wholly different from that of 
the Vrihe (which is objective), and they could not be indicated by the 
word “ Vrthe” (and as such the Threshing could not apply to it) Conse- 
quently, just as, even though the Curd-Butter mixture is similar to the 
Vithz, in that both are objects to be offered, yet the former ıs not indi- 
cated by the word ‘ Vrihz’, on account of its bringing about an altogether 
distinct Apérva,—so, in the same manner, even though the Implements 
are connected with the same Apirva as the Vrihx, yet, ınasmuch as they 
are devoid of the function of the objective (of offering) which is inherent 
in the Vrihz, they cannot be indicated by the word ‘ Vr?h:” (and hence 
the Threshing mentioned ın connection with the Frī% could not apply to 
them) 

That however which would help ın the bringing about of the same 
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Apiirva, by means of the same function of the objective, would certainly 
have the Threshing performed with regard to it; as for instance the Bar- 
ley (to which the Threshing is quite as applicable as to the Vri)a). 

All this will be explained in detail in Adhyaya IX. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[The Sphya, etc, have ther applicability restricted ın accordance with theip 
connections | 


Stitra (11) The substance, being connected with the originative 
Injunction, would be laid down for the purpose of that 


[In connection with the Dürça-Pürnamdüsa, we find the sentence 
‘“Sphyagea kapülünə ca agnehotrahavani ca çürpafica krshm üpynafica çamyð 
ca ulūkhalañca musalañca drshaccopalā ca, tām var daça yajñðyudhām ” 
And there arises a doubt as to whether each of these ımplements ıs to be 
employed in whatever they may be found capable of domg, or only in 
that ın connection with which they are mentioned 1 

Objectzon “Inasmuch as the application of the varous imple. 
“ ments also would be adjusted, ın accordance with their specified connec- 
“ tions, Just as in the case of the Threshing, etc ,—the conditions being 
“exactly the same, what was the use of devoting another Adhikarana to 
“the consideration of the Implements ? ” 

Reply The conditions are not identical ın the two cases—(1) because 
in the case of the Thresheng, etc , the Opponent has admitted the restric- 
tion of their applicability to be in accordance with their specified connec- 
tions, because of the perceptible effects produced by them In the case 
in question, on the other hand, there being no perceptible purpose served 
by the restricted employment, any such employment could not be admıt- 
ted in the same way On the contrary, when a perceptible effect 1s found 
to be produced by any of these Implements ın question, then there would 
be no ground for restricting its employment to that Action alone in 
connection with which it may be mentioned, if that effect ıs found to be 
of use in another Action also 

(2) In the case of the Threshing, etc, we find that on account of 
their connection with the Vrthz, etc, they are performed with reference to 
distinct Aptrvas , while ın the case in question we do not find any Apirva 
ın connection with the Uddhanana (which is the particular action m 
connection with which we find the Sphya mentioned), with reference to 
which that Action could be performed 

(3) In the former case we find the Threshing mentioned only once, m 
connection with the single substance of ‘ Vrihz’, while in the present 
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case, we find the various Implements mentioned in two connections in the 
two sentences—‘ Sphyagca etc yaşnüyudhüm. ’, and ‘ Sphyenoddhants, 
etc’ One of these two must be Injunctive, while the other 1s merely 
Descriptive If the former sentence be taken as Injunctive, then, the 
direct connection of these Implements with the sacrifice being denied in 
accordance with the fourth Admkarana of the fourth Adhyaya (IV—i— 
4-10), they come to be connected with the subsidiaries, just lıke the “ sapta- 
dagaratny’, as shown under Sūtra III—1—18, and as the subsidiary charac- 
ter would belong equally to all actions connected with the sacrifice, we 
would come to the conclusion that they are to be employed ın whatever 
action they may be found capable of accomplishing (as held by the Parva- 
paksha), and in that case the latter sentence would have to be taken 
as a partial description (or reference) If, however, the latter sentence 
18 accepted as Injunctive, then, mn accordance with foregoing Adhtkarana, 
the employment of the Implements would be restricted in accordance with 
the connections mentioned ın these sentences (as held by the Sıddhänta) 
Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Inasmuch as there is no connection with distinct Apiivas, and 
“as m all cases equally there are perceptible effects produced, we must 
“ employ the Implements in accordance with their capabihties In this 
“way, the sentence ‘ Sphyagea, etc,’ would become justified as constituting 
€ an Injunction , and as for the Plural number in ‘ é@m,’ that could be 
“ explained as based upon the plurality of the objects (sphya, etc ), en- 
“joined , otherwise, as the whole forms a single sentence, there would be 
“a single Injunction Consequently ıt must be admitted that the Imple- 
“ ments are to be employed according to their capabilities ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply As a matter of fact, we 
find that the Sphya, etc, are mentioned ın their originative Injunction in 
connection with certain specific functions, the ‘uddhanana’ for instance , 
and all that the sentence ‘ spAyaçca, etc’ does is to describe (or refer to) 
what has been laid down m those Injunctions Specially as m the sen- 
tence ‘ sphyagca tains vaz, etc °’, we find the word ‘var’, which shows its 
purely descriptive character, nor does ıt contain any Injunctive word, ex- 
pressive of the Bhavana, which ¢ould either lay down the u os of the 
ımplemenis, or enjoin the Actions (at which they could be employed) 

And further, m your theory, many more sentences would become 
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purposeless (fı, the sentences ‘sphyendddhanir’, " kapülena çrapayatı” 
and so forth) Nor 1s there any purpose served by taking these sentences 
as me:e descriptive references, and we actually find the Implements ın 
question dzrecily mentioned, ın these sentences, as to be employed m the 
specific Actions of uddhanana, etc , while ın takıng the sentencə 
“ sphyagea, etc,” as laying down their uses, you will have to have recourse 
to Indirect Indication , because it will be necessary for you to take the 
word ‘yajfia’ (mn the compound “ ya? 7?öyudhüm?) as mdicating the sub- 
siuiary of the sacrifice, and the word “ @yudha’, which directly expresses 
the Implements of war, as ındırectly ındıcatıng the Instruments of other 
Actions 

Nor ıs the law of the ‘ Saptodagaraine’ (detailed ın Sé#tra I1I—1—18) 
applicable to the case in question , because ın the case dealt with by that 
law—ze, that of the sentence ‘Vajapéyasya saptadaçaratnıryüpo bhavair’ 
——vve find the genitive ending, in ‘ Vajapéyasya’, which appears after the 
name of the sacrifice, and signifies only the relationship with that sacri 
fice (while m the case ın question we have no such genitive ending). In 
fact, however, even if that law of Sitra I1I—1—18 were applicable to the 
present case, then too, inasmuch as the general Inyunction contained in 
the sentence ‘ spyarca ötünə etc ” would be swallowed by the special 
ones in the sentence “ sphyénoddhaniz, etc °, the Implements could not be 
connected with any other Actions save those mentioned im these latter 
Injunctions Consequently, we conclude that the sentence ‘ sphyagca 
Zant, ete ” serves to describe (or refer to) that character of the ‘ sacrificial 
Implement ’ which we find belonging to the sphya and the rest laid down 
in the sentences ‘ sphyénoddhant, etc ’ 

Then, ıt has been argued that, “ın the case ın question we do not 
find distinct Apirvas that could make the Actions performed with refer- 
ences to themselves ” 

To that we make the following reply In the case of the kapdla, etc, 
there ıs a difference ın the Apérvas, due to the Cake, etc , and as for the 
others, these can never become mixed up m any common action, because 
they are distinctly laid down as the means of the particular actions 
“uddhanana” and the rest, they could not serve any useful purpose ın 
connection with any other action , just as, even though the Threshing 18 
connected with the same Apiirva as the Sruk, etc, yet ıt 18 not performed 
ın connection with the Sruk, etc, because of the function of these being 
different (f10m that of the Vrihv m connection with which the Thresh- 
tng 1s mentioned ) 

For these reasons, ıb must be admitted that the Implements ın ques- 
tion are to be employed in connection with the Actions with which they 
are mentioned in the Injunctive sentences 


ADHIKARANA (6) 
[The properties of Redness, etc , are not maxed up | 


Stitra (12) Inasmuch as both the Substance and Property serve 
the same purpose, they have the same function, and as such 
their application would be restricted 


[In connection with the Jyotzshtoma, we find the sentence ‘ arunaya 
pingdkshyé ëkahäyanyð somam krimütoş and then the text goes on adding 
‘gaya krinatr, vösasü krinatz,’ etc, where] the word ‘ Ariin@’ denotes the 
quality, while the words ‘ Pingdkshz’ and ‘ Ekahüyan?? denote the sub- 
stance, because of their co extensiveness (witli the price to be paid for the 
Soma) And with reference to the quality of ‘Redness’ (signified by 
“ Aruna’), there arises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance 
that ıs mentioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the 
substances mentioned in the context 

Objection ‘Inasmuch as the words ‘gngakshi’ and ‘ &ahdyani’ 
‘also siginfy qualities, there ıs no word in the sentence that signifies a 
“ substance (and as such there 1s no basis for the question raised) 

o As to how these two words are denotative of qualities, we proceed 
“ to explain as follows 

“1— The Bahuvrīm compound (that 1s present in the two words in 
“€ question) ıs laid down in the same sense as the affix ‘matup’, and this 
“ affix is laid down as to be used ın places where the sense desired to be 
“conveyed ıs that of Possession or that Of Location, as laid down in the 
““ sutra ‘ tadatrüsyüsmam, etc” 

“For instance, m such words as “gömün” and the like (endmg in 
“Cmatup’), the ‘Cow’ having been denoted by the basic noun “gö”, and 
‘ the ‘ possessor of the cow’ having to be signified by the ‘matup’ affix, 
‘£ 2t 18 necessary for the relationship (of the Possessor and the Possessed) to 
€ be signified before the Possessor ıs signified Because one who is not 
“related to the Cow, is never spoken of as ‘the possessor of the Cow’, 
“ and hence ıt 18 necessary that the qualifying relationship should be 
“ expressed beforehand 

“It has been already shown (under the Akriyadhkarana, Sutras 
“ [—11—30-35) that the qualzficatzon is always signified beforehand , andın 
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“€ the case in question, what is held to be the qualification ıs the relateon- 
“ ship of the Cow, and not the Cow only , because the ‘ matup’ affix could not 
“ be added to the unrelated Cow Then again, if the mere Oow were the 
“ qualification, then the Cows having been denoted by the basic noun 
“ (“gö”), the affix (‘matup’) would denote the qualified (2 e, Possessor of 
“the Cows) (which would not be very correct), when on the other 
“hand, the Relationship 1s the qualification, then ıt becomes necessary to 
“ find out that by which ıt would be denoted 

“ Nov then, we find that the Relationship cannot be denoted by the 
“€ basic noun (‘gd’) , because that word denotes only the class ‘Cow’ Nor 
“ could the denotation of the noun serve as a sure Indicator of the said 
“ Relationship, because the existence of the former is quite possible, even 
“ without the latter (and hence there 1s no necessary concomitance between 
“ihe two whereby one could be indicated by the other), and also because 
“the utterance of the word “gö” only does not produce any idea of the 
“ Relationship , and lastly, because even in the case of the word “ gömün”, 
“it 18 only when the affix ‘matup’ is pronounced, that there arises any 
“idea of the Relationship Thus then, in accordance with the law ‘ tada- 
“ game h tad drshyaté’, we must conclude the Relationship to be denoted 
“ by the affix (1) 

€ (2) Then, again, as a rule, that which denotes the Qualified Object, 
“should denote a qualification closely connected with it , and in the case 
“an question, we find that the noun (‘gö’) does not denote the Qualified 
“ Object (the Person possessing the cow), and as such that noun could 
“ not denote the Relationship qualifying that Person The affix, however, 
“s found to sigmfy the Qualified Object , and hence ıt denotes that Re- 
“lationship And as soon as the affix denotes the Relationship, the idea 
“of this Relationship at once brings about its necessary concomitant, the 
“idea of the Related Object (the Person), and thus the denotative potency 
“ of the affix (with regard to the Related Person) having been set aside 
“€ by the prior indication of ıt by the previously-denoted Relationship, the 
“ Affix could not serve to denote the Qualified or Related Object (the Pe: 
“son) And, as a matter of fact, the idea of the Qualified Object ıs not 
“found to bring about an idea of the Relationship, because until the 
“ quahfying Relationship has been cognised, there can be no idea of the 
“Qualified Object And when the Qualified Character has been duly 
“established (and cognised), there remains no further need of any idea 
“ of the Qualifying Relationship , and hence if the Quahfied Object were 
“previously cognised, there would be an absolute non cognition of the 
“ Qualıfyıng Relationship Consequently, it must be admitted that what 
“ should be denoted beforehand is the Relationship , and hence its this that 
“1s denoted by the Affix 


SEVERAL PROPERTIES ARE NOT MIXED UP 961 


a (8) For the following reason also, the Affix “mafup” should be 
“taken as denoting the Relationship In all cases, it is the denotation 
“of a word that is referred to by the Abstract Affix , and ın the clause 
“€ “ Dövadattasya, gomattvam’ we distinctly find the Relationship that is 
“cognised That is to say, as ın the case of ‘ gétva’ (‘go’ + the Abstract 
“ Affix ‘iva’), the gotva qualfying a particular cow,— the one with 
“the variegated colour f1,—we conclude that the qualifying ‘clase ” 
“ (“ Cow’ ) is denoted by the Abstract Affix, as apart from the word, and 
“hence that the word ‘go’ denotes that Olass ,—so, ın the same manner 
“when we meet with the clause ‘ Dévadattasya gdmativam’, we find that 
“ there 1s no cognition of the Cow, while there is a distinct cognition of 
€ the Relationship, as apart from the Cow, and consequently we must 
“admit that the word “ gömön” denotes that Relationship And that 
“ whieh is denoted by the Abstract Affix forms also the basis of the 
“ denotation of that basic noun which signifies the Qualified Object , and 
“im the case of all words, we find that that which forms the basis 
“ of the denotation of a word, is its primary meaning, while the Qualified 
“ Object forms only the secondary or indicated meaning Then, 118 only 
“aif the ‘matup’ affix denote the Relationship, that the Abstract Affix 
“ added to the basic noun ‘ goman’ could denote the Relationship , because 
“we have a general law to the effect that ‘the base and the affix 
“ conyomtly express the denotation of the affix’ For this reason also 
“the ‘ matup’ affix must be taken as denoting the Relationship 

€ The above applies to all Verbal and Nominal Derivatives, as well 
“ as Compounds, that have ther significations based upon their etymology 
“ Because in the case of all these words, the Abstract Affix denotes the 
“Relationship In fact, all such words, as ‘ Rayapurushah, ‘ Aupagavak,’ 
“< Pacaka’, and the lke are called ‘yaug:ka’, simply because their 
““ denotation 1s based upon ‘yoga "—z e , Connection or Tolulusuıp 

€ Thus then, in the case of the a ‘ Pongüksht” and “ Hkahayani’, 
“also, the signification of the Bahuvriht compound being identical with 
“ that of the Possessive Affix (matup),the words must be taken as denoting 
“the Relationship (and as such they cannot be spoken of as denoting a 
* substance) 

“ 11 —Further, the Bahuvrihi compound ıs laid down as poimting to 
“something different from that which is denoted by the component 
“ words, and hence also, that something different bemg signified by 
“an afix, the principal thing denoted cannot but be the Relationship 
“Thatis to say, the compound ‘ékah@yani’ bemg expounded as ‘ ékam- 
“hayanam asyüh) the something different meant to be expressed by the 
“ compound ıs found to be pointed out by the word “ asydA” with the gem- 
“tive afix, and as the denotation of the genıteve 1s the denotation of an 
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“affix, ıb must be regarded as the principal factor, and hence it is for 
“ the sake of pointing out that denotation of the genitive affix, that we 
“ must take the pronoun ın “asy32”, as the genitive afix could not be used 
“alone by itself, and also as there 1s no cognition of the denotation of the 
€ Pronoun itself Then as for the genitive, it ıs a usually recognised 
“ fact that all that ıt can denote 1s some sort of a Relationship, such as that 
“subsisting between the ‘possessor and the possessed,’ the ‘whole and 
“ the part,’ the “original and the modification,’ and so forth For this 
“reason also Bahuvrihi compounds must be taken as denoting the Rela- 
“ tionship 

“III —-Then agam, in the case of Bahuvr:hı compounds, we can never 
t take a ‘class’ to be the something diferent signified by it, because, ın 
6 the case of the compound ‘ Prngakshi’ for instance, there is no relation- 
t ship between the class ‘Cow’ and the ‘brown eyes”, nor again can “one- 
“ vear-oldness’ (ekahüöyana) belong to the class ‘Cow’ Thats to say, all 
“these properties—‘ brown eyes, ‘one year old,’ ‘ possession of many- 
‘‘coloured cows’—belong to Individuals , and then as the number of In- 
“dividuals bemg endless, we can never perceive any relationship with 
“regard to them,—and as that which would pertain to one individual 
“could not rightly pertain to another,—we can never accept the word 
“ ( Pingüksh?”) to be denotative of the Individual, as we have already 
“shown under the Akrtyadh:karana (1—mn—30-35) Nor could the very 
s first application of the word “ Pon göksA?” be accepted to have been made 
‘to the particular cow born today Consequently we must accept a 
“ certain generic entity as the denotation of the word ‘ Pongdkshi’, and 
“this generic entity can be none other than the Relationship (as we have 
“€ already shown that the word cannot denote the class ‘ Cow’) 

“ TV —Further, even though the word “ekal öyan?” could denote the 
“ age of one year,—yet that too would be only a quality, and not a sub- 
“stance 

“Thus then, masmuch as the sentence ın question ıs found to be 
“€ wholly devoid of a substantive, it cannot form the basis of the discus 
“gion in the present Adizkarana 

“ Nor can any other sentence that could be cited as such, form the 
“basis , because as a matter of fact, there ıs no word that directly denotes 
“a particular substance As all Rūdh (conventional) words (lıke ‘ ghafa,’ 
“ etc ) denote classes (as held by you also), and all Yaugıka (etymologi- 
“ cal) words (like ‘Pdcaka,’ etc ) have been shown to denote Relationship , 
“ then as for those words that are significant of absolutely nothing else save a 
“ particular substance,—such fı as the Proper names ‘ Dittha,’ ‘Davrttha,’ 
“ etc ,—these are never found to bə used in the Veda 

“Consequently, the declaration of the Siddhantu also should have 
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“ been in the form, that—‘ there is a restricted application of the Class and 
“ the Quality, or of two Qualities’ (and not as that of ‘the Quality and the 
Substance)’ Or, there being no Vedic sentence to serve as the basis for 
“the discussion in the present Adhikarana, the Adhskarana itself should 
“ never have been introduced” 

To the above, we make the following roply —In all cases, etymologi- 
cal words always denote a substance, nor is it possible for a Relationship 
to be denoted by them, as that would involve many complications 

That is to say, if the words ‘Hkaka@yani’ and ‘ Pingükshi” were to 
denote a Relationship, then we shonld not have cited them as instances in 
the present Adhıkarana As a matter of fact, however, they do not denote 
a Relationship Because such a denotation would give rise to endless 
complications 

For instance, we could assume such a denoted Relationship to be either 
Relationship in general, or some particular Relationship If the former, 
then all etymological words, denoting the same Relationship ın general, 
would become synonymous If the latter, then, masmuch as there could 
not be any peculiarity in the Relationship itself, the peculiamty will have 
to be admitted to be brought out by the members related (2¢, the Re- 
lationship could be specified only by the members related) The mem- 
ber, however, could not specify the denoted Relationship if it were itsol£ 
not denoted , and hence ıt would be necessary for the member also to be 
denoted by the word Then again, inasmuch as the Relationslup does 
not subsist ın a single member,—and as a single member could not serve 
to distinguish the Relationship from all other Relationships,—it would be 
necessary for the word to denote both the members related 

Thus then, in the case of the word ‘gman, one member is found to 
be denoted by the word ‘gd’, of the other member, we do not find a 
denotative word, hence it must be admitted that if the ‘matup’ affix 
were to denote the particular Relationship, it could not do so, unless it 
denoted at least one of the members related , and hence it would neces- 
sarily denote that member also And then after having denoted that, the 
affix would go on to denote the Relationship (as held by you), and cer- 
tainly this process of denotation would be a highly complicated one 

Then again, when the Relationship is capable of being pointed out by 
the member related, who ıs there that would seek to assume a denotative 
potency ın the word itself (whereby ıt could directly denote that Reola- 
tionship)? That is to say, when, as a matter of fact, the previously- 
denoted member is found to dicate the Relationship (by necessary con- 
comitance), then we cannot assume this latter to be donoted by the Affix 
either , and hence, ın every way, the Relationship must be admitted to be 
indirectly umplied (and not directly denoted) 
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It has been urged above that—“until the Relationship 18 cognised, 
there 1s no cognition of the Qualified Object ” 

To that we make the following reply —It ıs quite true that without 
the qualification, there 1s no cognition of the Qualified Object But m 
the case of the word “ gömdn,” the qualification consists of the ‘cows,’ 
and not of the Relationship That ıs to say, what is meant by the word 
ıs that “ Devadatta 1s qualified by the cows’, and as for the cows, they are 
found to be actually denoted by the basic noun itself 

| Then, ıt has been argued t hat—” Devadatta cannot be qualified by 
the cows that are not related” 

True, he ıs not so qualified, 161s for that very reason that the “ cows’ 
andicate the necessary Relationship In any way all that the word 
‘gman’ expresses ıs that ‘one ıs qualified by cows’, and then there 
arises a question as to the position in which the cows qualify him, and 
then ıt 1s that the particular Relationship (of the cows with Devadatta) 1s 
indicated , and thus we find that the indication of the Relationship 1s 
done by the Cows, and not by the word ‘ gömün” 

For if all that ıs implied in the word “gömüön? were to form the 
direct denotation of the word, then, inasmuch as the Cows could not serve 
the purposes of qualification, unless they existed on the earth, the earth 
also would have to be accepted to be denoted by the word! That is to 
say, a word cannot be taken as denoting anything and everything, with- 
out which the one object denoted by ıt does not attaim its true character, 
all that the word ‘ gömön ” can be taken to denote ıs that without which 
there ıs no ıdea of the qualified object And such an object ıs the cow 
only, without a cognition of which the idea of the peison qualified by the 
cow could not appear, which cannot be said of the Relationship (even 
without which the idea of the Person 1s found to appear) 

Then again, the seeking for the Relationship 1s the function of the 
speaker , as he cannot speak of the “ Possessor of Cows,’ without a rela- 
tionship with the cows That ıs to say, in all cases, the order of sequence 
ın the operation of the Hearer ıs the reverse of that of the Speaker For 
mstance, the operation of the speaker is as follows —(1) First of all, he 
desires to speak of a certain Qualified Object, (2) then, imasmuch as 
the Qualified Object could not be spoken of without the Qualification, he 
desires to speak of the Qualification, (3) then he utters the word ( ‘gé- 
man, £1) While the operation of the Hearer 1s as follows —(1) First 
of all, he hears the word uttered , (2) then he cognises the Qualification , 
(3) and then the Qualified Object, and after that he comes to have ideas 
of other accessories (as the Relationship between the Qualification and the 
Qualified, etc , etc ), necessary for the full accomplishment of the cognition 
of the Qualified Object Thus then, though the Speaker may have per- 
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ceived the Relationship beforehand, yet, it 1s only at the end that the 
Hearer cognises it 

As a matter of fact, however, even the Speaker does uot recognise the 
Relationship very much beforehand, because it cannot be cognised untal 
the members related have been cognised , consequently, ın the operation of 
the Speaker also, the Relationship comes to be recognised only latterly , 
and hence, m this case also, 1t does not escape from the position of being 
indirectly umphied 

And ıt ıs ın the nature of the thing, that the unrelated Cows do not 
qualify, and hence the indication of the Relationship is a function of the 
Cows, and not that of the word ‘ gman,’ which can only serve to denote 
the qualified object ın that position in which it would be capable of being 
qualified (by the cows), and as it is only as related that the object comes 
to be qualified, the Relationship also comes to be implivd mdirectly (as a 
necessary factor) 

Thus then, it 18 that which, bemg accompanied by the particular 
qualification (Cows), has attained the full position of the Qualified Object, 
—that would come to be denoted by the word ‘gdmdn,’ as that “he xs 
qualified by Cows ’ 

For these reasons, the Relationship cannot be taken as denoted by 
the word 

Further, the relationship 1s not recognised to be denoted by the case- 
ending (genitive in “asyd3) as shown above by the opponent), and we 
have no rules laymg down that ıt 1s to be spoken of ın any other form 
That is to say, the Relationship, that ıs expressed by the Genitive and 
the Locative case-endings, is self-sufficient, and one devoid of any Gender 
or Number, etc , while that expressed by the ‘matup’ afüxıs not so Nor 
is there any rule laying down the declaration that, that which 1s devoid 
of gender, etc, when expressed by the Genitive or the Locative, be- 
comes endowed with them when expressed by the ‘matup’ affix,—as 
there ıs in the case of an entity, expressed by a Verbal Derivative, which 
1s said to acquire the character of a substance 

Thus then, the only two alternatives that are possible are these (1) 
That we should accept the word to denote a Relationship devoid of gender, 
etc , and (2) that the word should be taken as denoting the Object Related, 
as qu.)ified by the umplied relationship 

And we have no hesitation ın pronouncing in favour of the second 
alternative Because the second member of the relationship related hav- 
ing been denoted as qualified by another member previously cognised, the 
Relationship comes to be cognised along with the related members, and 
hence it 1s not held to be denoted separately by itself 

Then, ıt has been argued that—‘ the Qualified Object having been 
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established, there is no need of a subsequent cogmition of the qualifying 
Relationship ” 

True, there ıs no need, but even without such need, it 18 cognised, 
all the same, as the necessary concomitant (of the Qualified Object) , and 
what harm does it do if 1b 18 so cogmsed ? 

Another argument that has been urged is—” Inasmuch as the Rela- 
tionship is denoted by the abstract affix, it must be accepted as the 
denotation of the ‘ matup’ affix ” 

To that we make the following reply In the case of the word 
‘ gomattea,’ we are forced to admit the Relationship to be denoted by it, 
because there is no other quality inhering therem that could be denoted 
(but even though this might make the Relationship somehow denotable 
by the word ‘ gdmaittva,’ ıt could never be denoted by the word ‘ giman)’ 
Because ın the case of the word ‘ gdmattva,’ which is the Bhava (char- 
acter) of ‘gdm@n,’ that upon which the use of the word “ gömün ” (in the 
word ‘ gdmativa’) ıs based, 1s what 1s meant by the Bhava (character) of 
the gman, and ıt ıs this BAdoa that 1s denoted by the abstract affixes 
‘iva, ‘tat’ and the lke 

Thus then, we find that the Qualification—Cows—that 1s denoted by 
the basic noun ‘go’ 1s entirely different from the Person possessing the 
cows (gömön), and hence the Cows are not denoted by the Abstract 
Affix Then, as a matter of fact, the Abstract Affix denotes a quality inher- 
ing in the object, and m the word ın question there ıs no other quahty 
denoted, which could be spoken of as the ‘ Bhdva,’ on the ground of the 
denotation of the word being present init Nor 1s the Person ever called 
its ‘ Bhaiva’ Consequently, ın accordance with the Sua 111—i—18, the 
Abstract Affix rests itself upon the ampized Relationship And even though 
there 1s no reason for taking the Relationship as denoted, yet, ınasmuch 
as there ıs sufficient reason to believe that, in the nature of things, the 
Relation actually subsists in the object denoted,—that reason too 1s con- 
sidered, for the nonce, enough to make ıt accepted as denoted by the 
Abstract Affix 

Thus then, even this argument does not afford sufficient reason for 
assuming all etymological words to be denotative of Relationship 

For these reasons, ıt must be admıtted that, just as ın the case of the 
word ‘ Dandi’ it 1s the member 1elated that ıs denoted,—so alBo ıs ıt ın 
the case of all etymological words, like ‘ Pungakshi’ Then as fo: the exis- 
tence of the Relationship in that member, ıt can be explained as shown 
above Consequently we conclude that what is denoted by the Bahwrihs 
compound ıs a Substance, and not its Quahty 

It has been argued above that—" In the case of the word ‘ ékaha@yani,’ 
“€ the predominant element ın the third object (denoted by the compound) 


SEVERAL PROPERTIES ARE NOT MIXED UP 967 


“bemg that (Relationship) which is expressed by the genitive ending, 
“ the compound must be taken as denoting that Relationship ” 

To this we make the following reply —Though that which 1s denoted 
by the Bahuvrihe ıs spoken of by ‘ asyih’ (in ‘ékam hüyanam asyäh’), yet 
the genitive (in ‘asyik’) is cognised as equal to the Nominative 

If the third object—the member related—were really one expressed 
by a word with the genitive ending, then,—yjust as m the ease of the 
word “şö2fah purushah,) the aja, bong mentioned by a word with the 
genitive, becomes the qualification of the Purusha, while the Purusha, 
mentioned with the Nominative ending, and thus boing the predominant 
factor qualified by ıt, comes to be taken as denoted by the compound 
( ‘ rajapurushahk),’—so also, ın the case of such Bahuwiht compounds as 
‘cutraguh,’ " ekaküyanı ” and the like, what would come to be denoted by 
them would be the ‘ Cows as qualified by Devadatta, its possessor,’ and not 
‘the possessor Devadatta as qualified by the cows’ (which would be high- 
ly objectionable) Consequently the renl bearmg of the Bahuvrihs com- 
pound “ Cutraguh’ must be expoundud as ‘estrdntim gavim ayam’ (the 
Person as related to the cows of variegated colour) Though, as a rule, 
people expound the compound differently (as ‘culra gön? yasya),’ yet, ın- 
asmuch as the final true signification of the compound is found to be in 
the form mn which we have explained it, the expounding also should be done 
ın that way And thus then, the real meaming of the compound ‘ ctéra- 
guk’ comes to be that “ the man, Devadatta, ıs qualified by the cows as 
qualified by that Relationship ’ 

And just as ın the case of the phrase “rd?üqA purushak,’ the word 
being used with the genitive ending, it is the Relationship, that, being the 
predominant element, is found to be denoted , and yet when the same phrase 
appears as the compound ‘ rdjapurushah,’ and the genitive ending has ac- 
cordingly disappeared,—inasmuch as the two words ‘ ka,d” aud ‘Purusha’ 
do not wholly renounce their own individual significations, and the extrane- 
ous factor of the Relationship is brought about by the cognition of the 
qualified object brought about by the proximity of the two words,—the 
compound does not denote the Relationship, so mn thg same manner, in the 
case of the Bahu th: compound also, the Relationship does not form the 
predominant factor ın its denotation , all the more so as there is no geni 
tive ending in this case, nor does the predominant factor consist in the 
two component words, either singly or conjointly , and consequently we 
are led to the conclusion that it is the third object, a Substance, that forms 
the predomınant factor ın the denotation of all Bahuvrihe compounds 

And this third object, spoken of as related, is, in accordance with its 
capabihty, accepted to be erther (1) the Class, or (2) the Substance, or (3) 
the Quality, or (4) the Action For instance, (1) we speak of a Class as 
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“ cetravyakts’ (consisting of various kinds of individuals), (2) of a Sub- 
stance as “ nüönüguna” (having various qualities), (3) of a Quality ag 
‘ anékdgraya’ (having many substrates), and (4) of an Action as ‘ anekd- 
çrayü” (ınhering ın many substances) Jn all these cases the particular 
third object denoted by the Bahuvrīhı compound 18 ascertained by means 
of the sigmfication of another word spoken of as coextensive with 
the compound (f 1 the word ‘gāiīk’ in the clause “ ctravyaktiiriyam 
gü?) 

Thus then ın the case of the Bahkuvrihz compounds in question, inas- 
much as the qualification of “ ëkahāäyanī ” (one year old) cannot appiy to 
the Class which 1s eternal, we admıt it to denote the Individual Cow 

Objection “It has been shown above (1—nn—30-35) that on account 
“of Endlessness and Anomaly, the Individual can never be accepted as form- 
“ing the denotation of a word ” 

Reply That does not affect our position, because even though there 
may be an endless number of Individuals, we could very well take a 
single generic character, upon which we would base the connection of the 
word with every individual (having that character), and in this there 
would be no anomaly That ıs to say, when the third object ıs found 
once to be marked by the Class itself, unasmuch as that generic character 
would be found to mark all Individuals (forming that Class), through that 
generic character once cognised, every one of these Individuals, as differmg 
from one another ın time, place, etc, could very well be denoted by the 
word , and as the word would never be used with reference to any ındıvı- 
dual not marked by that generic character, there could be no anomaly 
In a case, however, where the Individuals are marked by other Individuals, 
there too, the basic characteristic 18 the generic character of the Class 
And, howsoever far we may proceed, so long as we keep on the proper 
track of the series of qualifications, we shall always find the final basic 
generic character to be identically the same (ın the case of all dividuals 
of the same Class), and thus there would be nothing incongruous ın con- 
necting the word with every one of these Individuals Andın all such 
cases, ıt 18 the first and the last among the Individuals thus found to be 
pointed out by the word, that forms its real denotation, and as for the 
intermediate ones, inasmuch as their cognition 1s brought about by indirect 
Indication, they are not accepted as directly denoted by the word 

Thus then, ın the case ın question, the classes ‘ Pingatva’ and 
‘Akshitva’ (denoted by the two words forming the compound “ Pingakshz ’) 
indicate their respective Individuals—viz, the partecular quahty, and the 
portion of the eye, and these two again indicate the Substance having such 
an eye, and this Substance (being the final thing pointed out) becomes the 
denotation of the compound (‘ Pangdkshi ’) 
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Then there arises the question as to whether this denotation of the 
Substance is direct or indnect (being only indicated) 

As to this question there ıs a difference of opimon Some people 
(the grammarians) hold that, just as ın the case of the Defic Nominal 
Affixes, the ‘matup’ affix, and the like, so in the present case also, the 
Substance 1s directly denoted by the compound—(1) because it 18 actually 
cognised as the predominant factor, (2) because there 1s co extensive- 
ness, and (3) because of the grammatical rule ‘ anékamanyapadarthah ° 

While others (the Logicians) make the following declaration “ İn the 
“case of the Deific Nominal Affixes (an the word ‘Andra’ £1), we find 
“that the additional factor admitted into the word ‘ Indra’ does not serve 
“any othe: purpose, and hence we take that as denoting the other object 
“(the maternal dedicated to Indra) , specially as in this case that object ıs 
“ not capable of being indicated by the basic noun ‘ Indra, because of this 
“oiving rise to an anomaly, and also because, as a matter of fact, the 
“basic noun “ Indra’ does not signify that other object In the case ot 
“the Bahuertht compound, however, we find (1) that the two words 
“tetun the own original significations, (2) that there ıs no additional 
‘““ticto. admitted into the words, and (3) that the necessary idea of the 
“ Substance 18 afforded by the classes ‘ Pangaiva’ and ‘ Akshitva’ (by Indi 
‘‘cition based upon the necessary concomitance of these with the 
“ Substance), and hence we cannot very reasonably admit the fact of 
“the Substunce beng directly denoted by the compound ” 

But what has been said here cannot be accepted as applying to all 
the compounds For instance, ıt might apply to the Kamadhdraya com 
pound, where there is every possibility of Indication (because the classes 
‘nilutvea’ and ‘kamclatva’ inhere in the same object, which can very 
well be indicated by the compound made up of the two words ‘nila’ and 
“ kamala’) On the other hand, m the case of such Bahuvrihz compounds, 
as “cota ügüh?” and the like, inasmuch as the two component words ‘méra’ 
and “gö” by themselves, denote something wholly different from that 
which 1s meant to be expressed by the compound, they cannot, either 
directly (by Direct Assertion) or indirectily (by Indirect Indication), be 
taken as co extensive with Devadatta, ete ,—the owner of the cows (that 1s 
meant to be expressed by the compound), and then, inasmuch as the com- 
pound ‘cztraguk’ by itself brings about the cognition of something different 
from those denoted by the words ‘ cai@’ and ‘ gö, even before we add such 
words as ‘ Dévadatiah’ and the like,—we can not very well assume that 
thud object to be denoted by the sentence ‘ citiagu-dévadatiek’ Nor are 
the two objects, cognised at the time of the compounding of the two words, 
ın any way connected with the object Devadatta , and as such Devudutta 
could uot be denoted by the said sentence 

122 
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For thesé reasons ıt must be admitted that, on account of direct cog 
nition, and also on account of the grammatical rules bearing on the point, 
1t 18 this third object that forms the denotation of the Bahuvrihi com 
pound İn this way also would the predominant character of this object be 
compatible (which would be hard to be reconciled with the fact of its being 
indirectly mdicated) 

Thus then, ın the case of such Da) 2)əs, the compound having been 
found to be directly denotatvve of the third object,—even if in the case of 
certain compounds, we find indirect Indication possible, there also, nas 
much as the previously established denotative potency of the compound 
would not have disappeared, we could very well take the third object 
to be directly denoted (and not indicated) 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the words “ Pongökshə ” 
and ‘ Ekahaüyan?” denote a Substance 

Then as for the argument that “the word ‘ Ekehagyamıy denoting a 
certain age, could not apply to the Class, ete , etc ,”—1t does not hold water, 
because the age is indirectly zxduated, and not denoted, by the word It 
18 only such words as ‘young,’ ‘old’ and the like that denote age, as fot 
words hke ‘ Ekahöyan?, they simply denote Substances connected urth certam 
periods of irme, and as such they are employed to indicate particular ages 
Because as a matter of fact, the declaration ‘ékam hayanam yasyah’ ( that 
which has one year of existence’) pertains to the Substance, and not to the 
aye, because the one year of existence belongs to one who has been born 
a year ago, and not to the age 

Thus then both the words ‘ Pungakshi’ and‘ Ekahüyanı” denoting a 
Substance having the qualities expressed by parts of the same words,—it 
is quite natural that there should arise, in connection with the sentence in 
which they occur, the following question ‘Does the Redness (mentioned 
by the word “arunayğ?) appear as the qualification of all the Substances 
that are mentioned in the Context as those with which the Soma should 
be purchased,—or, ıt pertains only to the one-year old substance which is 
mentioned, as the price of the purchase, in the same sentence as Redness 
itself 9” 

Like the previous Adhzkarana, ıt might be urged against the present 
one also, that, ‘‘ inasmuch as the Redness 1s actually found to be mentioned 
“in connection with only one such substance, there can be no question of 
“its pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context ” 

Consequently we proceed to meet this objection The sentence 13 so 
constituted that the quality of Redness could be connected either with the 
‘purchase’ or with the ‘one-year old substance’, because it 1s mentioned 
ın the same sentence as both of these Then on account of its being 
mentioned with the Instiumental case ending, the possibility of its 
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connection with the Substance is very remote, it would be connected with 
the ‘ Purchase,’ on account of the greater authority of Direct Assertion 
(which justifies such connection) But the Quahty of Redness, having 
no action of itself, and being altogether immaterial could not be connected 
with the ‘ Purchase’ (as ils means) ‘Ihen again, if we were forced to 
2dmit its connection with the Substance (the one year old), then the word 
‘ékahayanya’ would comc to have two distinct forms, as with reference to 
the Purchase and to the Redness, in accordance with the sūtra ‘ ékacabdyé 
pardithavat’, and as such we would have to admit of the presence of 
two distinct case endings in the word ‘ékahayanyd,’ which do not really 
exist (ze, the sentence would have to be construed as ‘arunima ēka 

hayanyth’ and “ekahüyanyü somam krinütt”), because the connection 
(of the ëkahayānı) with the action (of purchase) can be expressed 
only by the Instrumental case-ending, while that with the quality (of 
Redness) depends upon the Genitive ending And thus the Redness being 
found to be ıncapable of being connected with those mentioned in the 
same sentence with itself, ıt would come to be connected with any sub 

stance mentioned ın the Context, and thus ıt could very well be taken as 
pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context (as the price of 
the Soma to be purchased) 

Objection “€ Then in that case, it would be practically settled, in 
“ accordance with the reasons that you bring forward, that ıt pertains to 
“ all the substances , and as such there should be no question as to its 
€ being connected with the Purchase ” 

In reply to this, we have the Bhaishya—‘ An authoritative word can 
not express what ıs absolutely wmpossable’ That is to say, the fact of 
Redness being mentioned in the same sentence with ‘ ékah@yanit’ gives iise 
to the clear idea of ıts being a qualification of this latter, while the pres 
ence of the Instrumental ending ın “arunayd " distinctiy points to its being 
a, qualification of the action of Purchase , and thus the unimpeachable veibal 
authority of this Instrumental Ending, on the one hand, and the actual 
ımpossibility of the connection of the 1mmatezial and inactive Quality of 
Redness with the Action of Pu chase, on the other, leave it extremely 
doubtful as to which view is reasonably possible, and which is unreason 
able and impossible 

In speaking of the various phases of the question, the Bhashya, first 
of all, mtroduces the alternative of the connection of Redness with the 
action of Pui chase, on account of its commanding earliest attention, in view 
of its being based upon direct Verbal Authority, and hence very httle 
extra weight being put upon the Vedic Word Then, on the strength of 
the mention of this connection of Redness with the Purchase, we should try 
our best to find out a certain capacity in the forme: (whereby ıt could 
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justify the said connection) , and if we should find out some sort of this 
capacity, we should certainly accept the connection of the Redness with 
the Purchase If, however, we should absolutely fail to perceive any such 
capacity, then we would even accept the anomaly of ‘ Vdkyabhéda’ and 
take the Redness as qualifying the whole Context 

(1) The ‘ Vakyabhéda’ here spoken of 1s not the ordinary syntactical 
spht marked by the repetition of the Affix, etc , but what ıt means is 
* Dis unction’, the sense of the Bhdshya being that we would even accept 
the Disjunction of the sentence speaking of the Purchase (2) On, the 
word ‘ bhéda’ m “ Vakyabhéda’ may be explained as formed with the 
Passive ghañ affix, thus signifying that which as disgouned , and in tins 
case the word ‘aruna’ would be such a ‘ bhéda’ of the sentence ın which 
it occurs (2 e, it would be disjoined from the sentence speaking of Pur 
chase) (3) Or again, the affix ın ‘bhéda’ may be taken ın the Actiwe 
sense, the meaning being that the word ‘aruna’ taken apart would dis 
join the sentence, and we would even accept this, ın connecting Redness 
with the whole Context 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be this So long as the 
Direct Assertion (of the Instrumental ending ın ‘arunay@’) and the 
syntactical connection (of ‘arunaya’ and ‘ pongükshyü ökahayanıd?”) are 
operative the Redness cannot be taken as qualifying the whole Context 
(and in this case it would be connected with the one year old substance 
only), but if these two (Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection) 
have their power annulled by their incompatibility with the nature of 
things, and become inoperative, then, m that case, the connection of 
Redness would be ascertained by the Context only (and herce the Redness 
would be taken as pertaining to all the various substances mentioned in 
the Context as the price of the Soma to be purchased) 


And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ That which rs lard down would appertain to all, because there is no 
“ diference an ther relationship, and because of the non difference of the 
" contest (Sütra 8) That ıs to say, masmuch as Direct Assertion and 
“ syntactical connection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
“ but take our stand upon the indications of the Context 

“Question ‘How could the Context take cognisance of a Quality 
“ (Redress), which is not of the nature of an Action » ’ 

“ Answer What we mean is, not that the Context takes cognisance 
“of the Redness, but that ın the word ‘arunayā’ that which is denoted 
“ by the basıc noun “ a? xod ” is predicated with reference to the Instruments 
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“ denoted by the Instrumental ending,—such as the Soma and the rest, 
“€ which are aids to the bringing about of the Apirva of the Jyotsshtoma 
“ sacrifice dealt with in the Context,—and the basic noun‘ aruné’ Thus 
“ then the word “ arunaya’ comes to be taken is a sentence, the meanmg 
“ afforded by ıt being that that Individual, which has been laid down as 
“helping in the bringing about of the Apirva,is to be employed in bimg- 
“ing about that Apiirva, only as qualified by ‘ Redness’ 

€ Consequently, ıt follows that all the Instruments employed—even 
€ the vessels, etc —should be red, and if they do not happen to be so of 
‘‘ themselves, they should be painted red And as for the sacrificer and the 
“ other agents concerned in the sacrifice, inasmuch as these are spoken of 
“ by other case endings, the quality of Redness, even though cogmised as 
“ pertaining to all, could not qualify these 

€ Against the declaration that the word “ aras?” being denotative of 
“a quality, cannot be connected with the verb ‘ purchase, —the following 
“argument 1s urged — 

“t The word os not denotatie of a quality As a matter of fact, ıt is 
“only such words ‘ Ripa,’ ‘Rasa’ and the like that are denotative of 
“qualities only , as ıt ıs the case with only these words, that whenever 
“< they are meant to be connected with a substance, they are never used 
“< without the possessive affa matup On the other hand, m the cise 
‘Sof the words ‘arun@&’ and the lhe, we find that it ıs seldom that 
“ ‘they are used by themselves without abstriet affixes, with a view to 
€“ expressing gualitzes, where too such use depends upon the proximity 
“tof words with the genitive ending,—in such rare instances as putasya 
““*euklah, as a iule, however, these words are alvoys used as expressive 
“tof substances with certain quilities as then subordinate elements, and 
“itis for this reason that,even without the po-sessive afix mutup, they are 
‘c used as co extensive with substintives, eg, çuklah patah, aiuno ghatah, 
éh é etc 

“€ “İt might be urged that ın these cases we have an eliminatıon of the 
‘s: Pogsessive Affix, as laid down mn the Vaska on Pāmm, Sutra 
“<: T__iy—19, (and hence the co ordination of these words also with substan 
‘tives is not wholly independent of the Possessive Affix) 

“c But it is not so, because the expressed meaning of words 1s never 
“ “ denoted by means of eliminations, consequently we must admit that 
«the word pukle, by itself, is capable of expressing both (the property of 
“ € whiteness and the white object For mstance, in the case of words with 
“ehe kuep affix (where the presence of the affix 1s not perceptible), as 
“also in such words as adhunü and the like (where the affix alone 1s 
ee percer ible the basıc word hiving been ehminated),—we find that even 
“<thoug! the basic word by itself (in the former case), or the affix by 
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€ ¢ itself (in the latter), is quite capable of expressing both the meanings, — 
“ ‘vet what the grammatical rule means by speaking of the eliminations 
“sis that such double potency is present in the word , in the same man- 
“c ner, in the case of the word arund also, the basic noun itself 1s capable 
“cof expressing both, and this is al) thet is meant by the mention of 
“* elimination in the Vrta quoted above 

€“ Nor can it be urged that the word would aignify the substance by 
“means of indirect Indication (1) Because the substance as actually 
“c copnised as the direct denotation of the word , (2) and also because there 
“tare no explanatory rules, ın Grammar, pertaining to Indirect Indica- 
“ t tions , (3) and if there were such an indirect Indication in the case of the 
“t word arunā, such anindication would be possible ın the case of the word 
“ “yüpa also, and hence this latter word could be used in connection with 
“ta substant ve, even without the affix matup, and (4) just as we have 
“* the expression candanasya gandhah, we could also have gdh arunak, (5) 
“when we pronounce the word gandhatva, we give up all idea of the 
“¢ sandal-wood, etc , having the gandha, and connect the word with the 
“ ‘particular gandhas (odours),—so also would be the case with the word 
“ “arunatva, (2 e, if the case of gandhatva were analogous with arunatva, 
“ “then m the expression goh arunatvam, we could connect the arunatva 
“with the Cow), (6) just as the word rüpa, so the word aruna also 
tt could not be used as co extensive with any thing 

“ “Some people hold the co-ordination of the word arunā with 
“ “substantıves to be based upon Indication, but such co ordimation 
“ “yrould be possible ın the case of the word rüpa, as also im that of 
“ ‘the wo.d arunatva , because these words also do not express anything 
“ “more (than mere properties ) 

“< This also sets aside the possibility of the elimination of the matup 
“ ‘affix in the case of the word arunaiva 

“€ «Then again, no properties are ever connected with Gender, Num- 
“ “ber, etc , hence also, inasmuch as we find the words çuklah, arund, etc 
““ connected with particular Genders and Numbers, we must admit 
“ ‘tbem to be denotative of substances Nor can it be urged that we have 
“ ‘the rule that the Genders and Numbers of gunavacanas or adjectives aie 
“ “ based upon their substantive substrates , becanserf it were so, then we could 
“ “have Genders and Numbers even in such words as rūpa, çuklatva and the 
“* hke,and also because the word gunavacana m the said 1 ule does not mean 
“< the words that merely express pr opertres, but those that having expressed a 
““ property, denote a substance , for if it were not so, the word vacana would 
“‘be wholly superfluous, because the form of the word ıs nothing other 
“< than its vacana (utterance), and as such the former sense could be got 
“€ at by means of the word guna alone , hence it ıs the addition of the 
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““word vacana that serves to preclude such words as Tüpa and the 
“ ¢ like, 

“< The Vartcka, laying down the elimination of the matup in guna- 
“ ‘ vacanas, is also amenable to the same explanation (as there also we have 
“ “the expression gunavacana), 

“< For these reasons we conclude that the word arun denotes a sub- 
stance; and hence inasmuch as it can very well be spoken of as an 
agent, it can be construed along with the sentence in which it occurs ; 
“* (and thus having its denotation based upon Syntactical Connection, it 
“ “leaves no room for the operation of the Context as held by the Pūrva- 
“ “paksha) and as such the word cannot be taken as qualifying every- 
“ “thing mentioned in the Context.’ 


st 


(€ € 


“ The reply to the above argument is that £/ ¢s not very satisfactory : 
“that is to say, it is not compatible with the conclusion arrived at under 
“ the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—30-35). | 

“Then again, it is only when a certain meaning is never found to 
“abandon a word, either by agreement or difference, that that meaning is 
“ acknowledged as the directly expressed denotation of that word ; and in 
“ the case in question we find that the word ‘ arunö ” never abandons the 
“ property (of Redness). And in such cases, the Property, connected in- 
“ separably with a substance, having been previously denoted, as forming 
“ the qualification, the substance would be implied by the mere relation- 
“ship of that qualification; and hence this substance could never be 
“ accepted as forming the expressed denotatién of the word; as we have 
“already shown above (under the Akrtyadhikarana). 

“Then again, on account of the irregularity of usage, a substance can- 
“ not be accepted as the direct denotation of the word ‘arund’; because 
“the word is found to be used with reference to other substances with the 
‘property of Redness, and to be not used with reference to the former 
“ substance, when it happens to be devoid of that property. 

“Tt might be argued that, inasmuch as at the time of the appearance 
“of another property, the substance also becomes changed, the said 
“ irregularity loses its force. | 

“ But as a matter of fact, there is no such absuinte (uc as that the 
“ substance becomes changed; because, as a matter if əmri 
“that even while the substance remains the same, various oe rties te 
‘found to appear and disappear. | 

“ There are two theories on the point of the appearan-e of ww pro- 
“ periles in a substance :—The first is that of the Putiaed, who hold that 
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“the black pot itself becomıng cooked ın the fire, takes the red colour, 
“and im accordance with this theory, the substance remains the same 
u Another theory 18 that of the Pailukas, who hold that the cooking 18 ın 
“ the atoms composing the pot , and in this theory also, the said ırregu- 
“ larıby would pertain to these atoms In the way that we have explained 
“(Cn Çloköcartıkü) the nature of the substance, 15 cannot but be admitted 
“ (hat what undergoes the change 1s the Property, and not the substance 
“itself In a case where a particular substance, the yar, 1s reddened by 
“ the colour of another substance, the Red chalk,—the former ıs spoken 
“of as “red though the property (of Redness) inheres im the sub- 
“stance (the chalk) connected with it, and in this case, masmuch as + 
“single substance would come to be spokcn of by many such words as 
o Blue,’ ‘Yellow’ and the like (if all these were to be denotative of sub- 
“í stances),—thıs would be a distinct irregularity And certainly, this ır- 
“regularity would be very much more patent than that relating to the Class , 
“and this would be highly unsatisfactory 

“€ Then as for the elimiuation of the matup affix, lad down im the 
“Vartika, ib only serves the purpose of offering an explanation of an 
“ Indication established by eternil usage 

“ It has been argued above that the substance ıs found to form the 
“ principal denotation, and as such we could not admit of its Indication 
“ To this we make the following reply —The objection could be brought 
“forward agimst one who should declare the substance to be the sub- 
“ordinate element in the denotation of the word ‘arunā’, and ıt cannot 
“ be effective against the th.ory that makes the Indication very closely 
“approximate to the object denoted by the word That ıs to say, ın the 
“" case of the sentence “ ağnı münavakah” we find the Agm (Fire) and the 
“ Münasaka (Boy) to be wholly different from one another , and hence ve 
“ explaın the expression as being based upon a certain singularity in their 
“ characters , and hence in this case, owing to the peculiar character of 
“the idea brought about, the word ‘agnih’ is not accepted as being 
“directly denotative of the object (Boy) that ıt qualifies In the case, 
“ however, of those words, which, while expressing the Class or the Property, 
“indicate the Substance, —we find that there is not a very gıeat gap 
“ between that which 1s denoted and that which 1s zndecated , and 16 18 not 
“ very easy to distingnish them, and this non-distinction (idea of identity ) 
“can be removed only by very learned people, on the ground of mvariable 
“ concomıtance and difference, and hence ordinary people (not being 
“able to effect the said distinction) come to think of the substance as 
" being directly denoted by the word But ıt does not follow from this 
“that when the learned wonld speak of the non denotability of the Sub- 
“ stunce by the said word, they could be charged with transpiessing 
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‘popular usage Because the ordinary man of the world does not take 
“the trouble of making nice distinctions between Denotations and Indi- 
“ cations , and hence on this question he would be wholly mdrfferent , and 
6 as such he could not take exception to the distinction that the learned 
€ would make, for the purposes of ascertamıng the generic and specific 
“character of things And thus there would be no transgression in the 
“ matter 

“Then, as for the questions—‘ Why cannot you admit of the elimi- 
‘nation of the mafup, as based upon Indication, in the case of the word 
ee Ripa also ?’ and—'How can the explanatory 1ule pertain to Indication ?” 
‘we offer the following explanation — 

“ There are three sorts of Indications (1) one that is well established 
“by eternal usage, just as well as Direct Denotation , (2) one that ıs created 
“ at the time, (3) and there 13 one class that cannot be admitted on account 
“of their incapabılıty 

“That ıs to say, (1) there are certam words in which the Indicative 
“ potency 18 as eternally established as the Denotative, —e g , the words 
“ccukla,? ‘aruna’ and the hke (2) There are some which are used now- 
“adays, ın the indirect indicative sense,— e g , the word ‘ Rathanganaman ’ 
“as appled to the Cakravaka bird (the Rathinga—part ofa chariot— 
“being the wheel which, as expressed by the word ‘ Cakra,’ forms a por- 
“ tion of the name ‘ Cakiavaka’) (3) While there are certain words which 
“are wholly incapable of having any indicative potency, such are the 
“words ‘Ripa,’ ‘Rasa,’ etc 

“Then to the question—‘The relationship of the substance with 
“ Ripa bemg exactly of the same kind as that with Cukla, how is it that 
“there 1s no Indication in the case of the former ? ”—the reply 18, at 28 yusf as 
“on the case of denotation Thatis to say, according to you also, though both 
“the words Rapa and Cukla are equally expressive of properties, yet ıb 
“is only the latter, and not the former, that 1s expressive of a substance 
“with a property as its subordinate element, and ın the same manner, 
“we admut of Indication in the case of Gukla, and not in that of Hipa 

«Against this ib might be urged that—the Denotative potency of a 
“word belongs to it naturally, which is not the case with Indication, 
€ which depends upon such agencies as that of the Relationship, etc 

“But ıt would be so in the case of words newly comed (like 
“¢Dittha’ ete) You, however, hold the word ‘ Cukla’ to apply to the sub- 
“ tance, through a property mhering mit, and as this 1s found to be pres 
“ent in the case of the word ‘Ripa’ also, this latter would also become 
“applicable to the substance Consequently ıt must be admitted that ın 
“ Proper ties there are different kinds of potentialities, whereby only certain 
“words expressive of it pertain to the substance bearing that property, 
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“while others pertain to the Property alone as the predominant factor. 
“ And this would be the case with Indication also.” : 

“Thus then, just as words have diverse potentialities with regard to 
“ Denotation, so, in the same manner, should the meanings also be admit- 
“ted to have various potentialities appertaining to the indicated meaning. 
‘‘ Though the potentiality of denoting a visible object is to be inferred from 
“ its effects, —and as such the necessity of admitting an imperceptible poten- 
‘oy is equally present for both of us (£Z.e,, the Denotative and the Indica- 
“tive Potencies being both equally imperceptible),—and the function of 
“ the word having ceased with the denotation of the expressed meaning,— 
“€ yet, when this last expressed meaning is not found to be quite fully 
“ established, it leads to the assumption of a peculiar potency in this 
“ meaning, and not in the word, which points to the indicated meaning, 
€ and this assumption is quite warranted by the exigencies of the circum- 
“stances. And on the mere ground of having to assume imperceptible 
potentialities, both theories are equal. 

“Thus then, there being no Indicative potency in the word ‘Ripa,’ 
“ib can never be applied to substances, without the matup affix. This 
“ view of the case is also supported by the siitra ‘ Rasüdibhyaçca” (Panini 
“ V—ii—95), which reiterates the matup affix with reference to ‘ Ripa,’ 
“* Rasa,’ etc, simply with a view to preclude all other affixes in connectio- 
“with these. As a matter of fact also, we do not find that the substance is 
“never signified by the cognition of ‘ hipa’ etc., for we actually find that 
“(he ‘ Hipa’ points to the substance as its invariable concomitant, just as 
“the smoke points to the fire; all that we mean is that the word ‘Rapa’ 
“itself not pertaining to the substance, there is no Indication in this case. 

“ Between the Substance and the Property, whether it is the one or 
“the other that is cognized as the predominant element depends upon 
“their nature ; and in the case of Ripa etc., we find that they are always 
“denoted as the predominant factors; and hence in such cases the sub- 
“stance is signified merely as a qualifying subsidiary; whereas in the case 
“ of the word ‘Gukla’ and ihe like, the substance is expressed as the quali- 
“fied predominant factor. Ft is on account of this indicative signification 
“having continued from the very beginning of things that it is explained 
“by means of the explanatory grammatical rule laying down the elim- 
“ination of the matup affix. 

“That Indication, however, which has a more recent origin, and is 
“uot so well established, cannot be explained by means of special rules 
“laid down in the Ca@stras; because even without such a rule, it is found 
“out through other factors connected with it. As for instance, in the 
“ case of the expression ‘Madhur rasah sniydhah, ete. (sweet taste is soft, 
“ etc.), inasmnel as the softness, etc, are also properties, just like the 


SEVERAL PROPERTIES ARE NOT MIXED UP. 979 


‘taste, they cannot qualify this latter; and as such they are taken as 
“ qualifying the substance characterized by taste, 

“Thus then, inasmuch as no exception can be rightly taken to 
“the potentialities (of words), the occasional presence and absence of 
“the elimination of the matip affix becomes quite explicable, 

“ The above also serves to explain the restrictions as to the presence or 
“ absence of the Abstract Affix, and to that of Coextensiveness or Diversity. 
“ For instance, the words ‘Cuklatva’ ete., signifying the property, as the pre- 
“ dominant factor, abstracted by means of the Abstract Affix, is always rela- 
“ ted (to the substance) by a diversity of substrates. The only difference 
‘(between ‘Cuklatua’ and ‘Cukla’) is that in the case of the former it 
“is the Property that is the qualified predominant factor, while in the 
“latter, the property qualifies a substance; and thus being subordinate to 
“ the substance, resides in the basic noun only; and it is this property, as 
‘‘ subordinate to the substance, that comes to be subsequently abstracted by 
“means of the abstract affixes ‘tva’ eto, It is for this reason that the 
“word ‘Cukla’ has two forms (‘@ukla’ and ‘ Quklatva’) while Gan- 
“düha? etc. have only one form. And there is yet another duality of 
“form in ‘@ukla’—viz., that at one time it denotes the Property, while 
“ab another it would indicate the Substance possessed of that property ; 
~“ —in the former case, the word ‘ Çukla” having for its subordinate factor 

5 substance mentioned by the word with the genitive ending; eg. 

““ patasya cuklah’, where from the very beginning the Property of white- 

‘ ness is spoken of as abstracted from the substance; and in the latter case, 

“the word ‘ Cukla’ having for its subservient factor the substance expressed 

“hy another word with the same case-ending as the word ‘ Gukla,’ 

“ag., ‘Cuklak patak’, where the Cukla is mentioned as swallowed up by 
“the Substance. 

€ And thus the presence of the Gender and Number (in the word 
‘‘urinayd’) could be explained, as before, through the substratum of the 
“ yeriness. 

“ Thus it is that Grammarians have held the Substance to be the 
“ predominating element in all words expressive of Properties; as 
“according to them, all such words, having expressed the property, 
“apply to the substance possessing that property. Nor do the Gramma- 
“ians specify and enumerate the properties; as they base their use of the 
“names ‘Property’ and ‘Substance’ on the actually perceived relation- 
“ ship of the container and the contained. Thus,as a matter of fact, it is 
“the word “Çukla”, and not the word ‘ Ripa’, that signifies the sub- 
e servient substance ; and thus there can be no irregularity in the matter of” 
“ Gender and Number. 

“Tt is with a view to this argument that the Bits: yo has made the 
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“declaration—We find even such words as are expressive of properties to 
“ have the femumine gender —e g , the words ‘Karuna Buddhik,’ and the like 
€ Though as a matter of fact these words are similar ın character to the 
“ word ‘gandha’, yet they have been cited only with a view to show that 
“such words take the femmine gender The sense of this is that even 
“those words that express self predominant Properives are found to take 
“ partcular Genders and Numbers, what then can be said against the pres- 
‘ence of these ın the case of such words as pre-eminently sigmfy sub- 
“ stances ?” 

“ For these reasons, the word ‘arunā’ must be taken as expressive of a 
“property, and as such ıt cannot be connected with the verb ‘to purchase ” 

“ The position being thus summed up, the opponent comes forward 
“with the following objection — If the word arunay& ıs not connected 
“with the verb to purchase, ıt could very well be connected with the 
“ Ekahüyani (one-year old) As itis quite possible for a word expressing 
“a property to be connected with a substance’ 

“ The reply to this ıs that the connection of Redness with the verb is 
“expressed by Direct Declaration, while that with the Substance ıs ex- 
“ pressed by Syntactical Connection , and as such, this latter beng weaker 
“ is set aside m favour of the former With a view to this, the Bhashya 
“ says — What the objector has sardes not possible, because the word ‘ ARUNA” 
“ denotes a PROPERTY only, and not both property and substance , and the word 
““YKAHİYANİ” also denotes the substance only, under the curcumstances 
“ how could these two words be taken as related to each other, wm the absence 
“ of the Genitive ending that would segnify such relatronship ? The sense 
“of this is that there are two ways ın which words are related to one 
“another by way of coextensiyeness, and by that of diversity of sub 
“strates ,—and in the case of the two words ın question ‘arun@’ and 
“< @kahayant,’ they could be related by coextensiveness, only if both of 
“ them signified both Substance and Property, and words are related by 
“the diversity of substrates, only when the word expressive of the sub- 
“ stance 1s accompanied by the Genitive ending Thus then, masmuch as 
“the word “ arun@’ signifies the Property alone, and the word ‘ ekahayani’ 
“ the Substance alone, there can be no dıtect verbal coextensiveness between 

‘them, nor do we find any genitive ending, consequently on account 
“ of the authoritative character of the Instrumental ending (1n ‘ arunaya’), 
“ we cannot admit of any relationship between the Property and the Sub 
“stance (in the case ın question) 

“ The opponent,—not comprehending the fact of the above assertion 
“being based upon the compiratively greate: and less authoritative 
“ character of the various words concerned, and thinking that the rela 
“ tionship of the Substance and the Property 1s denied on accoant of there 
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“ bemg nothing to point to it, says —(‘ Even though there is no gemte 
“ ending, yet the coextenseveness (between arund and ékahdyani) ıs distinctly 
“ expressed by the fact of both words having the same case-ending (the Instru- 
“ mental)” 

“The reply to this 1s that what the opponent says 1s not possible, etc 
€ Thatis to say, our declaration is based upon the comparative strength of 
“€ the means of cognition , for instance, the basic word ‘ arund@’ is found, by 
‘its natural capability, to be expressive of a property , while its coexten 
““ sıveness with ‘ékahdyani’ 1s based upon its prozimafy to another word , 
“ and certainly there 1s a deal of difference between the authoritative 
“ strength of these two means of signification 

“ Objection —‘ Though the suggestive power of the word points to the 
“fact of the word arunaya expressing the Property of Redness only, yet we 
“ have to admit, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, the fact of 1ts 
“indirectly indicating the substrate of that property also (That ıs to 
“say, ıt bemg not possible for the Property to be related exther to the 
€ Action or to its accessories, mn order to save the word expressing 16 
“from being wholly meaningless, we must take it as related to the word 
€ ekaHiyan?, which also saves us from syntactical split) [ Bhashya—p 217, 
“1 6 et seg |’ 

“In reply to this, it 1s pomted out that the relationship of arun@ with 
“the Action 1s expressed by the Direct Signification of the Instrumental 
“ ending (‘in aunaya’), while that with the Substance could at best be 
“ got at by mduect Indication , and as such this latter could not but give 
“ way to the former, which is more authoritative 

€ Against this again we have yet another objection, based upon the 
“imevitable character of the said Indirect Indication ‘The Property not 
“ beng capable of bearing a relationship with the Action, no significance can 
“ be attached to the case ending rn arunaya’ 

“ The reply to thisis,—That would make the Instrumental ending wholly 
“meanwngless That 1s to say, no amount of mevitable necessity can 
“ make that cognised which is not expressed by the word Nor can the 
“ İnstrumental ending m ‘arunayā’ be justified and explaimed, through 
“Indication, like the Accusative im ‘saktiin’ (in the sentence “ saktin 
“ guhote, where ‘ sektün” is taken as equivalent to ‘ saktubhwh,’ on account 
‘sof the fact of the sakt# not being something to be accomplished, and as 
“€ such ıncap"ble of taking the Accusative ending) , because the Property 
“ (expressed by the basic word ‘ arunā ’) being mcorporeal, it is not capable 
“of the character of any sort of agency denoted by the case-endings (1e, 
“€ all case-endings are equally inapplıcable to it) 

“ Says the opponent—“ The word arunayğ might be taken as İlayıng 
“down the property signified by the basic word, with reference to the 
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“agency obtained through its substrate which is endowed with a particu 
“Jar Gender and Number As there is a theory current among Gram- 
“ marians that even though the words expressing properties are devoid of 
“ the character of agents, yet, inasmuch as they serve to qualify such 
“agents, they take the various case endings, the Accusative, ete’ [Bhashya 
“—p 218,1 12 et seq ) 

“Reply —There ıs not much on ths arqument Though the word 
“c arunaydü? might, somehow or other, be capable of bemg related to the 
€ gkahüyamı, yet masmuch as the @kahiyant would be taken up by the 
Action (of ‘ Purchase’), and it would not be possible for it to be related 
“to both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness),—as shown 
“under Sätra [—1v—8,—1its 1elationship with the Action, being more 
“ authouitative, sets aside that with the Property , because while we find 
“ the case-ending (the Instrumental) expressive of its relationship with 
“ the Action, we do not find the genitive case ending that would signify 
“sts relationship to the Pioperty In the case of the sentence ‘ mlamut 
“ palam’ that has been cited by the opponent, there being no contradiction 
“ of Direct Assertion, there is a cognition of the 1elationship pointed ont 
“ by Syntactical Connection , and as such its case is not analogous to that 
“ of the sentence in question 

‘* As for the several alternatives with regard to coextensiveness, we 
“shall explain them im the last Adiukarana of the sixth Adhydya, under 
€ Sutra V1--vıı—35 In any case, however, the coextensiveness can only 
“be based upon Indication , and as such it cannot but be very much less 
“ authoritative 

€ Nor do words expressive of Properties take the case endings, be 
“ cause they qualify other agents, but because they are themselves agents 
“This too we shall explain under the Adhikarana V-—— 11 16 

“The opponent brings forward another argument, whereby he seeks 
“ to remove the contradiction of Direct Assertion “ İt os true that when 
“there ıs no mutual dependence, proximity 1s no ground of relationship, on 
“all cases however, rt ıs only after the word meanings have been rejected 
“that the sentence-meaning becomes possible, etc, etc That ıs to say, 
“when both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness) are 
“ connected with ökahdyan? at one and the same time, then alone is there a 
“ contradiction , when, however, the relationship of one of them ıs only 
“implied by the way, (while that with the other 1s directly asserted), 
“there can be no contradiction The sense of the latter sentence (on 
“all cases tt is only after the word meanings have been rejected, etc) 18 
“that the ındependence of word-meanings 1s in every way seyected , and 
“hence there is no incongruity in the assumption of many relationships 
“of the same word That ıs to say, the word arunā must be connected 
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“ with some such substance as possesses the property (of Redness) Then 
“as for the word ékah@yam, the mdependence of this also has been set 
“aside by the fact of its being related to the Action of Purchase And 
‘ then, f the word be connected with another word, that would entail no 
“ further contradiction of Direct Assertion, —1in accordance with the maxim 
“that when once a woman has shown her face, there 1s no use cover 
“ang it again (Hence when a word has been connected with one word, 
“there ıs no mcongruity in its being connected with another word), and 
“hence the word ökahdüyan? can very well be connected with the word 
“ arunü also, which expresses a property’ [Bhāshya, p 219, 1 25 et 
66 seg ] 

“The reply to this 1s—Jé os not so, etc (Bhashya, p 220, / 16) 
“In this reply, the Bhashya admıts, fo. the sake of argument, the rela 
“‘tzonship of the Property with the Substance , and then pomis out that, 
“ even then, there 1s a contradiction, masmuch as it involves the rejec- 
“tion of the relationship of the Property with the Substance employed in 
“ the sacrifice, and the simultaneous attributing, to the verb ‘krinta of* 
“ the contridictory characters of the Injunction and the Desciiptive Refer 
“ence In a case where all words tend to qualify the verb, there is no 
“ trouble involved ın the Injunction of the qualified Action , but in a case 
“where what 1s enjoined 1s the Action, and also a little of the Substance, 
“if we admit a syntictical split in the shape of a repetition of the 
“ verbal (Injunctive) affix.—we have an absence of all restiiction 

“ Thats to say, a qualification is always such as is already well known 
“(and does not require an Injunction) , consequently while the “ Purchase’ 
“s still in the state of bezng engorned, 16 cannot be said to be well known, 
“and as such it would be connected with every one year-old thing that may 
“be found to be mentioned ın the context (and not only with that with 
“nh ch the Soma is purchased) And whichsoever these other one year old 
“ ones may be, in the context treating of the Jyohshtoma, to each of them 
“ would the Property (of Redness) be related, by means of syntactical con- 
“nection If, however, we do not find any other one-year old thing men- 
‘tioned in the context, then what else could we do than admit such a thing 
“to form part of the sacrificial gift, or to be ın the shape of the cow that 
“aig kept tethered ın the sacrificial house? Orit may be that masmuch 
“ as the word ‘ékahdyanya’ does not form the predicate of the sentence 
“€ and as such no significance attaches to the particular gender and number, 
“the word may be taken as pointing to any thing that may be a year old 
‘(male or female), and as such would refer to the animals of the savaniya 
€ and the Agnishoma, and thus there would be no definite certainty as to 
‘which one year old thing is meant to be qualified by “ arund’ 

“This argument applies to all similar cases, eg ın the sentence 
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o Dacamushin mmité’, the number ‘ten’ would belong, not only to the 
“ bundles of soma, but to all other Noroğpas in connection therewith 

“The opponent, seizing the opportumty afforded by the aforesaid 
“ admıssıon of the diverse character of ‘ Ekahayani’, comes forward with 
“the following argument ‘Even though the Purchase may be enjoined as 
“something quite new, yet bemg present in the mind, it would also, by the 
“ way, specify the particular Ekahayani that would be quahfied by “ aruna ” 

“The reply to this is that of os not so, because whenever the 
“meaning of a word becomes qualified, the direct denotation of that 
“word suffers by each qualification, and hence, because ıt has been 
“qualified by one, there 1s no reason why it should be qualified by others 
“also, m ill advised accordance with the maxim that one who has been 
“geen once need not cover herself again Nor would the word ‘arun@’ 
“ become useless (without such qualification), because it has its use else- 
“€ where in the context Nor can ıt be urged that the Property would not be 
“related with the context, Just as it has been shown to be not related 
with Ekahüyani Because if the Property be laid down with reference 
‘to a Substance mentioned in another sentence, there 1s no undue diver- 
‘sity ın the character of anything In accordance with your theory 
“also, if the Purchase be engouned with reference to the Soma itself, and 
“ be referred to as qualifying the Substance, then there comes to be a diver- 
“sity im its character In the same manner, it 1s on account of the same 
“diversity that the Hkah@yani cannot be taken as related both to the 
€ Purchase and to the Property of Redness 

“On a former occasion we have admitted this dual relationship, 
€ simply for the sake of argument, ana on the present occasion we refute 
“that idea, with a view to remove all chance of a false hope rising in 
“ the heart of the opponent 

“The real fact 1s that the word ‘arunay@’ lays down the Redness 
“signified by the basic word, with reference to the means of purchase, 
“ referred to by the Instrumental case ending 

“There 1s a paity of Pürvapakshıs, who hold that no significance 
“attaches to the Instrumental endmg m the word, which, therefore, 
“denotes the Property alone,—this Property, bemg connected with the 
“context, and being taken up by the Recapıtulatory Injunctive sentence, 
“and thereby pertaining to Substances, ıt must be taken as belonging to 
“all the Substances mentioned ın the Context, ın accordance with the 
“ Sutra TI—1—18 

“ But this is not right, because the Property, not forming a part of 
“the Procedure of the sacrifice, cannot be taken up by the context, and 
“as for the law laid down in the sëtra referred to, ıt points to the relation- 
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“ship of the Property with that EkaRayan? which is accessory to the Pur- 
“chase, aud as such there would be no ground fo: the Pürcapaksha 

‘Consequently ıt 1s ın accordance with the reasonings we have 
“explained above that the Property of Redness should be taken as belong- 
“ing to all the Substances mentioned ın the Context ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply In a case where the 
Substance and the Property are duectly found to serve one and the 
same purpose, they must be taken as specifying each other, just as in the 
case of the vessel, etc 

The expression ‘arthazkatvé’ in the süf a refers to a particular work 
done by them, and the expression arkakarmyat brings forward the same 
fact as an argument Or the expression ‘arthazkatvé’ may be taken as 
meaning that when et ıs possible for the two to be taken along with each other, 
then, the Injunction of the one Bhavana, qualified by all the qualifications, 
has 1ts purpose fully served only by having pointed to that qualified 
Bhavana, and thus there comes to bea due adjustment of all the various 
factors of the sentence among themselves Just asin the case of the sen- 
tence ‘ Devadattah kashthash sthalyam odanam pacatı, all the factors are at 
once recognised as pertaining to the single action of cooking, so would it 
also be in the case in question (where all the factors would pertain to 
the single action of Purchase) 

Then as for the Substance alone, or the Property alone, as none of 
them could be performed by itself, ıt ıs not enjomed And as for the 
relationship of these with any action other than Purchase, it could not be 
pointed out by the Injunctive affix appearing along with the verb ‘to 
purchase’ And lastly, as fo. the relationship with the Substance, 
the Injunctive is ever incapable of establishing any such relationship 
And we shall show ın the next Adhzkarana that the operation of the 
Injunction does not extend beyond the Bhavana and its qualifications 

Then the presence of the Instrumental ending (in ‘arundya’ and 
“Ekahüyanyli ’) distinctly shows that the Property of Redness and the Ekahü- 
yani, while mdependent of each other, stand in need of the action accom- 
plished by means of them , and as such they both come to be related, by Syn- 
tictical Connection, to the particular action of Purchase And the reasons 
for this are the following (1) A‘ké@raka’ (Agent) is that which does some 
thing , and that which is done can be no other th wn a deed ot Action, and hence 
no Karaka or agent cw have any relationship with a Substance , (2) all 
körakas equally are fully established entities, and as such they do not 
stand ın need of one another, and as for Properties, masmuch as they are 
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all equally subservient to others, there can be no mutual dependence 
among themselves, (3) the Injunction ın question too does not operate 
towards the pomtmg out of a mutual relationship among the köralas, 
and imasmuch as we are gu.ded wholly by the Injunction, we accept the 
relationship with the action The Action too 1s never accomplished 
without the help of certain k@rakas , and hence also there 1s a mutual rela 
tionship between the action and the kdraka, on the ground of the former 
being accomplished by means of the latter, which ıs a well established 
entity And just as the Substance is wanted as helping in the accomplish 
ment of Actions, so also is the Property of that Substance required, and 
hence the Property of Redness too cannot be related to anything else 
except the Action That is to say, Just as, on account of the impossibil- 
ty of the action of Purchase bemg performed without a Substance, the 
action takes up the ekaZdyan? as taat Substance,—so, ın the same man- 
ner, masmuch as so long as the Substance has not been specified by a 
particular property, ıt cannot accomplish the Action, the Pioperty 1s also 
sought after as a necessary element, and consequently the Property 
must also be taken as an accessory of the Action 

Olyection —‘* When the Substance has been taken up during the per- 
“ formance of an Action, the Property also comes to be taken up, as the 
“necessary concomitant of that Supstance, and thus no special effort 
“ bemg required for the taking up of the Pioperty, this latter cannot be 
“said to be sought after m the same way as the Substance ıs done That 
“ıs to say, without taking np a Substance, there can be no performance 
“of an Action , and when the Substance has been taken up, the Property 
“naturally follows m its wake’ 

Reply In that case, when the Action has been performed, there 
would be no further need of the Substance (which would follow naturally 
in the wake of that Action) Then again, ifit be held that the Substance 1s 
sought after previous to the performance, then the same may be said with 
regard to the Property also, which 1s sought after previously to the em- 
ployment of the Substance 

That 1s to say, you have argued that in the taking up of the 
Substance, the Property becomes taken up by itself, and as such it does 
not require a distinct effort But when we have taken up an Action, that 
involves the takmg up of some sort of a Substance and hence the 
Substance also would require no distinct effort If it be urged that before 
the action ıs taken up for performance, there 1s a seeking after the particu 
lar Substance to be employed at ıt,—then we could also urge that before 
the Substance 1s taken up, there 18 always a desire to know what soit of 
Substance—with what qualifications—is to be employed 

The only difference in the two cases 1s that the Substance continues 
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to operate even after the form of the Action has been fully recognised , 
whereas, when the form of the Substance has once been duly cognised, the 
Property has no operation apart from that Substance , because its function 
has been fully served by the pointing out of the form of the Substance, 
but certainly that which operates towards the pointmg out of the Substance 
cannot be said to be wholly inoperative, because there are various kinds 
of operation Asa matter of fact also, we find a distinct operation of the 
Property at the time that it specifies the Substance For instance, when 
the Action has come to be known as to be accomplished by means of a 
Substance, there 1s always a desire to know the property or character of the 
Substance that 1s to be employed im it 


Thus then, m such a case, if the Veda itself points out a particular 
Substance, that Substance 1s accepted as the one to be employed, but 
if no such is duectly pomted out by the Veda, then any Substance 
that happens to be implied by the text, and to be supported by other 
authorities, would come to be accepted, and hence, in the case in 
question, the directly enjomed ‘Redness’ would come to be an accessory 
of the action (of Purchase) 

And ın all cases, when a certain fact has been directly laid down by 
the text, all doubt and ignorance with regard to it are held to have been 
removed, ın accordance with the Sūtra I—iv—30 Consequently, ın the 
case ın question, when it1s distinctly enjoined that the Action of Purchase 
1s to be accomplished by means of Redness, there being no words supplied 
from without, and there bemg a standing rule that a thing can help 
only ın a way that hes within its power, it is concluded that the action 
is to be accomphshed by means of Redness, as characterising the Substance 
to be employed at the performance of that Action Because ıb ıs always 
found to be the case that Properties have the function of character- 
ising Substances, as otherwise they would be wholly inoperative, and 
because their Injunction also is justifiable only in this way That is 
to say, the Injunctive pertaining to the Purchase does not, m any way, 
renounce the Redness presented to ıt by means of the Instrumental 
ending (ın ‘arunay&’), and the Redness also does not become the 
accessory of the Purchase by any other way save that of specifying the 
Substance with which the Purchase is to be effected Nor ıs it necessary 
that the aids imparted by all accessories should be of one and the 
same form Nor again is the Action, m all cases held to be in the 
torm of moton alone, inhering in the Substance, nor do all accessories 
anectly aid the Principal Action itself, because the relationship of thesc 
depends upon yuions ritermeditte operations And of such factors as 
-vadness and the hhe the only operaition that they are fond capable of 5 
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the specifying of the Substance, and though nominatives to this operation 
of specification, they become Instrumental to the other operations (hence 
the İnstrumental ending) 

Thus then ıt is from the word ‘arunayd’ itself that 1t is concluded 
that the Purchase ın question is to be accomplished by means of the 
Property of Redness as specifying a certain Substance 

In the same manner the one-year-old animal also stands in need of a 
property that would specify it, as without such specification it could not 
be employed in the action Consequently, we find that the Pıoperty 
begins to look fo. a Substance to specify, which would also serve as ts 
own substrate, and ın the same manner the Substance also begins to look 
for a specifying property , and the relationship based upon suck mutual 
requirements 18 established very soon And m the sentence ın question, 
we find that ıt 1s not possible for any other Substance or Property to 
be sought efter, hence even without the genitive affix, we accept these 
two (Redness and the one-year old animal) to be related to each other, 
on the sole ground of mutual 1equirements , just as two men, one of whom 
had his ca t burnt, and another had his horse dead, having joined together 
in making up a yomt cart, proceeded on theu way Specially as there 
ig no ground for reyecting what is found near at hand, we conclude that 
the two cannot but be related between themselves 

Then again, the Purchase, which ıs admitted to be the principal 
action ın question, has its substance and its property fully cognised , 
and as such not standing ın need of any property, not mentioned m the 
sentence itself, ıt directly serves to restrict the Property to the Substance 
(and vce versa) That ıs to say, any unmentioned substance, that 
would be biought forward by the apparent mconsistency of the men 
tioned Property, is, as a matte: of fact, not found to be sought after by the 
Purchase, which has its necessary substance distinctly mentioned in the 
shape of the one year old animal, similaly any unmentioned Property, 
that would be brought forward by the one year-old anımal, 18 not wanted 
by the Purchase, which has its necessary property distinctly Jaid down 
ın the shape of Redness 

If the Purchase had its Substance and Property uot defimtely men 
tioned, then, in that case, it could admit of extranoous factors If, how 
ever, the action of Purchase were forcibly connected with such Substances 
and Properties as ib does not stand in need of, then it would not be per- 
tormed in the way that it is enjoined , as ıt is enjomed as qualified by 
the definito Substance of the one-year-old Animal and the definite property 
of Redness Secondly, it would involve in unwarıanted repetition of the 
Principal Action And lastly, if the various substances, otc, were taken 
ts optional alternatives, the puticulu Injunction of the qualified action 
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would be contracted And further, because the Purchase 1s the principal 
action, therefore ıt precludes the implication of other extraneous sub- 
stances and Properties by the mentioned Substance and Property Any 
such irregulazity would be rejected by the action, even if it were a sub- 
ordinate action, just as even though the Pupil 1s subordinate to the 
Tutor, yet if it becomes necessary for the former to eat out of a vessel of 
the Kansya metal, ıt behoves the latter also to eat of the same, when the 
Pupil has (as a vratn,) to eat of whatis left by his Tutor And itis all 
the more so, when the Action 1s the principal one 

Nor, m the case ın question, do we find anything incompatiple ot 
mcongruous, m the absence of an assumption of something not mentioned 
ın the sentence, because all that is necessary 1s supplied by the men- 
tioned Substance and Property as related to each other, and ın this way 
also becomes established the fact of the two being coextensive 

Nor ıs there any contradict:on of Direct Assertion, in this case,—as 
will be shown by the Bhashya late. on, in the sentence—na ca gruter 
vakyarthd néte &c 

For ınstance, the telationship shat we seek to establish is one 
that ıs required by the Purchase, and ın this even the much weaker 
Implications of words are found to be ke quite compatible and not 
contradicted—to say nothmg of the fully authoritative Direct Assertion 
That ıs to say, when the Purchase takes up the Substance, ıt seeks 
after the Property that would specify that Substance, and when ıt takes 
the Property, 16 seeks for the Substance that would be the substrate of 
that Property Thus then, masmuch as the two are found to be 
quite compatible with one another, through the action of Purchase, they 
become elated to each othe: by the relationship of mutual subserviency 

Some people hold that, masmuch as the Property serves to specify 
the Substance, ıt 18 subservient to this latter But to them we reply that 
the Substance also becomes subservient to the Property, masmuch as on ac- 
count of its capability of otherwise aiding ım the accomplishment of the 
Purchase, ıt becomes the substrate of that Property Hence it must be ad 
mitted that both of them are subservient to the Purchase, and that between 
them there 1s always present a mutual help, consequently they must 
be regarded as subservient to each other 

One who holds that the Property of Redness pertains to the whole 
context, should explain by what that Property ıs enjomed He does 
not admıt the fact of its bearmg any relationship to the Injunction of 
Puichase Then as for the Recapitulatory Injunctive sentence, that 
could not but neglect the Property, which, not bemg an action, could 
not be taken up by that sentence The word ‘asunay@’ itself has no 
injunctive potency Though the characte: of the agent Ka aka present 
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m the words (‘ajayi Sc’) pomts to distinct substances, yet such 
words cannot serve as Injunctious Then as fo. the Injunctions of 
actions ‘krina? m  “aqüyü hiinaty’ appearing im connection with 
these other substances, these also having become spent up (in the 
injunction of the three factors of the BAdtanü) are no longer capable of 
ensomıng anything else, even though they are duly comprehended Nor 
can they ever operate towards the properties of substances And hence 
the property ın question cannot m any way pertain to the whole 
context 

The opponent, takıng his stand upon the law that “ those that serve 
the same puipose are to be taken as optional alternatives’ (Sata X11— 
11—10), and not perceiving the difference ım the intermediate purposes 
served, comes forward with the objection “If they serve the same 
purpose why cannot they be taken as optional alternatives ie 

The Sıddhāntı offers two replies to this (1) This assertion of yours 
does not establish the fact of the Pıoperty pertaining to the whole 
context, which ıs the theory that ıs opposed to ours, nor does it serve 
to preclude the relationship of that Property with Purchase, and hence 
masmuch you have shifted your giound, to the denial of facts not 
connected with the question in hand, vou have tacitly accepted defeat 
on the main point at sue (2) Another reply ıs that there ws actually 
no possibility of thew beng optional alternatives, because they have 
distinct functions—that 18 to say, they differ m the intermediate operations 

The opponent however takes this latter sentence to be an admission 
of a difference in the Principal Function served by them, and hence 
comes forward with the following “(1) You have just declared that 
“they serve only one function, and (2) then what you say now also 
“contradicts a previous declaration of yours, that the Property, being 
“ancorporeal, can have no function 

“It might be argued that this latter declaration has been made by 
“the Purvapakshz, and as such it is not proper to taunt the Sıddhāntı 
“with its contradiction 

“ But then the question to be dealt with ıs always expounded from 
“a common standpoint,—and it was ın course of the expoundmg of the 
“question that the encoiporealaty (and the consequent ioperativeness) 
“ of the Property was declared , and the contradiction of this would certainly 
“vibate the Srddhanta ilso O1, agam, the Purvapaksh: has uiged 
“ the fact of the said incoiporeality as a reason, and a reason 18 always 
“one that 1s acceptable to both parties , consequently if 1t was not accept- 
“able to the Sıddaan he shouid have taken exception to it on that 
“occasion, and as he did not do this, he tacitly accepted it as true, and 
‘as such, 1f, on the present occasion, he coolly declares the fact of both 
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“ (the Property and the Substanre) serving the same purpose, and thereby 
“speaks of the Property as operative, he certainly becomes open to the 
“ charge of self contradiction ” 

Reply There as no self contradiciaon , nor w there any possibility of the 
iwo being taken as optional alter natives, because there ıs a difference in 
thar intermediate operations, due to the differonce m thew capabilities 
That 1s to say, the Substance aids the action directly, while the Property 
merely serves the purpose of specifying that Substance 

From the above, the opponent ) umps to the conclusion that the 
Property 1s subservient to the Substance, in accordance with the law 
“tadıtas at tadartham’,—and hence urges — Then the Property does not 
help in the accomplishment of the Action ” 

The reply is that ət os not so, that is to say, what we mean s that 
the Substance is the channel throngh which the Property helps the 
Action 

Thns then the two anomalies—of ‘self-contradiction,’ and ‘ optional 
alternatives ’—having been seb aside, the opponent finds himself unable 
to perceive anything in the nature of the one year old animal, whereby 
ıb conld serve as the said channel , and consequently having concluded the 
said relationship to be pointed ont by syntactical connection alone, brings 
forward the objection that in that case the one year old anımal would 
have the double character (of the Subject and the Predicate, as urged 
before) This objection 18 expressed in the sentence ‘ esasi? R, do” 

In iepiy to this, the Bhashya says— na brümü vayam dc ,—the 
sense of which is that the relationship of the Property to the one year old 
animal is due to the natural capacity of things 

Then the opponent proceeds to deny the Restricted Relationship 
“Thus too there would be a syntactical split that is to say, even though 
“there may be a ielationship with Purchase, yet as there would be a 
‘distinct action with cach agent or kdraka, there would certainly be a 
“syntactical split due to this difference among the actions Such a split 
“ig met with both in Vedic sentences, and in those of ordinary parlance , 
“for instance, (1) ‘yasya piä pitimahah somam na pibet &e,’ and (2) 
“ Devadatta Yaşüadatla Vishnumita bho) yantüm?” , ın the latter sentence 
“the feeding pertains to every one of the three persons, and ın the 
“former the non soma drinking of the Father, and also that of the 
‘ Grandfather, are spoken of as a reason for the performance of the 
€ V diyapaguyiga , and this would be possible only if each of them 
“ (Father de ) were taken separately , and thus the relationship of each 
“of these with ‘na prbét,’ as also with the Vzöfyapaçuyüga, is taken 
“ distinctly , and hence both of these are instances m point” 

The reply to this 1s that this does not affect our main position, and 
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hence it 15 as uielevant as the theory that the two are to be taken as 
optional alternatives 

The opponent again urges “ It estr ue that what we have urged does not 
“ contaminate your position, but in this manner the Purchase could be effected 
“even by an one year-old anvmal that 18 not 7ed, as also by a red ammal 
€ that is nol one year old ” 

The reply to this 1s that when the action of Purchase 1s the principal 
factor, the sentence has its end in the aggregating of all tho various 
qualifications mentioned ın the sentence (1 e all of them pertain to the 
same action of Purchase), just as in the case of the sentences ‘Gurgih 
gatam dandıyanlüm, ‘abhishutya hutvd bhakshayant:” (where, ın the 
former sentence, the fine of a hundred pieces of gold pertains to all the 
Gargas collectively, and ım the latte: the Eazıng is done afte: both the 
othe: actions have been performed) 

Objection “Inasmuch as the Fme serves to puitfy the person 
“ fined, ıt must be repeated with refetence to each person in the Garga com- 
“ munity, just as tho feeding pertains to each of the persons mentioned ”’ 

Reply This does not touch our position, because it is only m the 
case of corporeal pumshment that it pertains to each individual, whereas 
the punishment of a fine of gold-pieces applies to the whole commuuity , 
because the sentence ın question lays down the fine as a source of income 
to the King, qualified by the number ‘ hundred,’ as 1ecerved from the 
criminal, on account of a certain crime committed 

That 1s to say, Just as the sacrificial gift given to the Priests isin ex- 
change of the services rendered by them ın the performance of the sacri 
fice, so 18 the fine a conditional mcome provided for the King, ın exchange 
of the protection, and as distinct fines are lard down for distinct crimes, 
the number ‘hundred’ forming the Predicate of the sentence, we can 
not but attach due significance to the singular number ın ‘¢afam’, and as 
for the crime committed by ‘ Garg&h,’ whether ıt be committed by an 1nd1- 
vidaal Garga, or by the whole community, it becomes an occasion of the 
income of a hundred pieces of gold to the King, and at that tıme the erimi- 
nals appearing ın the position of the source from which the income pro 
ceeds, the sentence comes to mean that the King should receive a hundred 
pieces of gold from the whole Garga community, and then if he were to 
receive a hundred from each individual, the crime having been fully ex- 
piated by the payment of a singlo hundred, the acceptance of the other 
hundreds would be an unwarranted forcible taking away of the belongings 
of Brühmanas, and the number also would far exceed the enjomed ‘one 
hundred’ 

Consequently the sentence must pe taken as ending in the whole 


aggregate 
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Though distinct reasons have been given, yet the opponent brings 
forward another doubt, aroused by the aforesaid instances “There being 
two instances, how 1s tt ascertaned that the Sentence ends vn the aggregate, 
and not wn each constituent? part?” 

Reply The Purchase bemg the Principal action,—because of its serv- 
ing the purpose of acquiring the soma that would accomplish the sacrifice , 
and because of the fact of that which is established bemg mentioned 
for the sake of that which has to be accomplished,—and the Substance and 
the Property, for opposite reasons, having the contrary (subordinate ) 
characte:,—the former (action) comes to be taken along both of these 
latter 

Objection “For fear of having to assume that which is not men 
“tioned, we would have a iestricted adjustment of even that Substance 
“and that Property which are laid down m a separate sentence, and as 
“such, there is no special purpose seived by taking them as forming the 
“same sentence ” 

Hepiy When there 1s a syntactical split, there 1s no cognition of the 
Purchase as qualified by both (Redness and the one year old anımal), and 
then if the Purchase comes to be related to ewch of them separately, 
ine Property would take up any substance at random and the Sub- 
stance also would take up suy Property at random ,—specially as, at that 
ume, their proximity to each other is not capable of precluding the 1m- 
pheation by them of other thmgs Nor, in that case, could the single 
action of Purchase take up poth the Substance and the Property, and 
then why coald not the Purchase, qualified by the Property of Redness, 
not having any paıtıculaı Substance specially defined, take up any and 
every Substance that would be brought forward by the said Property ? 
And similarly, why could not the Purchase, effected by the one year-old 
animal, not take up any and every property ? 

Even though the Property could only bring forward such other sub 
stances as ale spoken of in the context as those to be utilized ın the Pur- 
chase,—yet it would pertain to all the ten substances—Olvin, de , and 
thus the vagueness and mdefiniteness would 1emam there all the same 
Consequently for the sake of a single specified Purchase, 1t is absolutely 
necessary to speak of all the three as syntactically connected in a single 
sentence And hence it must be admitted that there 1s a restriction as to 
the application of the Property of Redness 
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ADHIKARANA (7) 
[The washing should be done to all the vessels non sugnaficance of number ) 


Sütra (13) It ıs qualified by singleness, because singleness is 
distinctly mentioned. 


The application of the various accessories has been duly explained , 
and now we proceed to consider the details of the employment of these 
accessories 

[In connection with the Jyotzshtoma, we have the sentence ‘Dagapavi- 
tréna graham sammāıshtı `], and there arises a question as to whethei the 
washing 18 to be of only one vessel, o1 of all the vessels mentioned m the 
context Just as in this sentence we have a question as to the signifi- 
cance of the singular number, so also in others, we have it as to that of 
the Dual and the Plural, eg “ Yasya purodagau kshüyatah? and ‘ Havin 
she abhigharayat.’ In all these cases, an action 18 enjoined with tefei 
ence to a particula: thing, and hence there naturally arises the question as 
to whether any significance 1s to be attached to the Number of the word 
signifying this thing or not 

At the very outset, however, the following objection is raised “ The 
“discussion herein started is not quite proper with egard to Vedic 
“sentences Because, with the exception of the due comprehension of 
“meaning, there ıs no othe: ‘vwakshā’ (Intention of the speaker to ex- 
“ press) , and the Vedic sentences being eternal (independent of a speaker), 
“that which is found to be mentioned in them cannot but be taken as 
“ significant (or meant to be expressive) 

“That ıs to say, the sentences that are composed by men, are de- 
“pendent, fot them meanmg, upon the wish or the intention of the 
“ speaker, and hence they are lable to mistake, capable of having been 
‘composed with a different import, and having its subject amenable to 
“ other means of knowledge, and hence even though a certain meaning of 
“ such sentences may be duly comprehended, yet ıt may be one that ıs not 
“ıntended by the speaker to be conveyed , and hence ın such cases such 
“meanings come to be rejected as “ not-ıntended ”, and this is possible in 
“two ways (1) The speaker himself might say “this is not what I mean, 
“ by the sentence,’ or that ‘I made a mistake, what I meant was only this 
“ &e, 666” (2) The subject spoken having been cognized by other means of 
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“ knowledge, as being wholly different to what 1s described ın the sentence, 
“ the persons hearing the sentence conclude, independently of the speaker, 
“that what 1s meant is something different, or that a mistake has been 
“made Butun the case of Vedic sentences, 1b is not possible that there 
€ should be any other meanıng intended, or that there should be a mistake 
“€ Nor is there a speaker, ın this case, who could declare any other mean- 
“ing to be the one that was intended , because all the men ın the world 
“are only hearers of the Veda, and not speakers, as has been shown under 
t Süba I—1—29 Nor is the subject treated of ın the Veda amenable to 
“ other means of knowledge, on the strength of which the hearers them- 
“selves could take the sentence to have some other meaning Then, 
“agamn, a certain meaning being “intended” or ‘not mtended” 1s 
“ nothing more than two particular zdeas, or two particular phases of wish 
“or antentzon , and hence neither of these two 1s possible in the case of 
“Vedic sentences, where there 1s no speaker Hence ın all such cases, the 
“acceptance or rejection is of that alone which is directly asserted or not 
“ asserted [respectively], and there 1s no other ground for such acceptance 
“or rejection In fact, even mn the case of human assertions, until the 
“ meaning desired to be conveyed has been asceitained, by other means of 
“knowledge, to be something quite different, the meaning comprehended 
“in the first instance 1s not rejected ” 

To the above we make the followmg reply 

I In the case m question there 1s no difference of opinion as to the 
comprehension (of singleness, which all of us admit to be comprehended) , 
the question, however, is as to whether the singleness that 1s comprehended 
is meant to be enjomed (predicated) or not 

There can be no doubt as to singleness being mentioned m the 
sentence ın question , nor 1s there any doubt as to its being related to the 
Graha (Vessel) But in the case of all things, there are three ways ın 
which they are spoken of by Direct Assertion (1) There ıs an assertion 
that simply speaks of them, (2) another lays down their uses, (3) 
another enjoins them, and it ison this latter that all performance 1s based 
Fon instance (1), ın the case of the original word and the affix, they simply 
denote then respective objects , (2) the case-affixes express its uses, and 
(3) the Injunctive, the Imperative and the Let endings have the power of 
enjoining 

At the time of the performance of Actions, the man depends solely 
upon the Injunction, and when the mjunction urges him to a certain 
course of action,—whether that course be expressed or not expressed, 
having its use mentioned or not mentioned,—he at once takes up that 
course, and similarly, if the Injunct.on does not urge him to 1t, he does not 
take ıt up,—even if 1t 1s distinctly expressed and laid down as useful ,—and 
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he 1s never uged to action either by Direct Declaration or by the mention 
of uses, because all that these latter can do 1s to pomt out respectively 
that ‘this exists here’ and ‘this belongs to that’, and none of these say 
anything as to the necessity or advisability of performance Consequently 
even if something happens to be distinctly expressed, or have its uses 
mentioned, when rt comes to the consideration of its Injunction and actual 
performance, there always arises a question as to its being actually intended 
or not, as to be enjomed or not enjoined, and as to be performed or not 
performed 

Olvectton “But this also ıs not possible without some sort of a wish 
(on the pa:t of some person) ” 

Reply By ‘intention’, we do not mean actual wish , we take the two 
words ‘Intention’ and ‘ Non-mtention’ (‘ Vivakeh@’ and ‘ Aviwaksh@’) asin 
directly indicating then iespective effects in the shape of Acceptance and 
Rejection That is to say, just as the sentence ‘klam prpatishatr’ (the 
river-bank wishes to fall down) is pronounced only by a figurative attribut- 
ing of the wish, based upon the extreme proximity of the fallong,—so, ın 
the same manner, in the case of such sentences as do not origiate from 
any person, the acceptance and rejection (of what 1s laid down) are always 
known to be the effects of what ıs known as ‘ Intention’ and ‘ Non-inten- 
tion’ (an the case of ordinary assertions), and it is on this Acceptance and 
Rejection that the present discussion 18 based 

Objection “ How could there be a rejection of that which as directly 
asserted ” ? 

Reply This question does not affect the question , because we have 
already said that acceptance depends upon Injunction (and not upon mere 
Assertion) And just as in the case of human assertions, it 18 the Person 
speaking that s the impeller or director, even in the case of something 
that ıs directly asserted,—so in the case of Vedic sentences, the ımpel 
ling would be done by the Injunctive potency of the worde Because in the 
Veda it 1s the Injunctive word that takes the place of the Director , and 
the potency of the Injunctive that of the wish of that Director Conse- 
quently ıt 1s admatted that that alone which is touched by the Injunction 
1s to be performed, and nothing else, and hence ıt becomes necessary, ın 
all cases, to ascertain the extent of the Injunctive operation 

Ol?echon “ But how ıs ıt that when certain things are compre 
“ hended as equally spoken of by mens of the various part of the sentence, 
“there are only some of them that are taken up by the Injunction, and 
‘others are not”? 

Reply When certam things have been presented by an expressive 
word, the Injunctive operates towards the Injunction, of one or all of 
them alwavs in accordance with the Lumut of its own peculiar potency , and 
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consequently it could not take up all things, simply because we wish it so 
That ıs to say, 1f the Injunctive operated always in accordance with 
our wishes, or with that which is expressed ol mentioned as useful, by the 
wo1ds,—then we could have the Injunction of all that ıs spoken of m the 
sentence , as a matte: of fact, however, the operation of the Injunctive is 
always limited by ıts own potency , and as this potency is limited in dis 
scope, we have the Injunction of only a few, and not all, of all that is 
expressed by the sentence 

Then again, the Injunctive potency is Direct or Implied, according as 1t 
is based upou the Bhāvanāã or upon the Agencies (Karakas) , and apart 
from these two, there 1s no Injunctive potency, either Direct or İmpled 
For instance, the Bhāvanā is enjomed directly by means of the injunctive 
affix, and it 1s for the sake of the accomplishment of this Bhävanā, that 
other agencies are enjoined indirectly And even if a certain thing is 
found to be directly expressed, yet, if it is not found to be a substratum of 
the Bhavana or of the Agencies, it is not accepted as enjomed, and as 
such it forms no part of the performance ın question 

Thus then, with regard to the performance of the Washing of the vessels 
(as laid down by the sentence ‘graham sammd@rsht.’), 1618 only natural 
that there should arse the question as to whether the Singleness of the 
vessel ıs also to be brought about or not And if this sengleness, being an 
agency, be a qualification of the Bhavana, then, bemg taken up by the In- 
Junction, it could not but be accepted as Intended (significant), while if ib 
be a mere qualification of the Substance, then ıt could not be taken as In- 
tended 

Thus then, we conclude that the authors of the Bhashya and its com- 
mentaries have used the words ‘Intention’ and ‘Non-mtention’ simply 
with reference to the Acceptance and Rejection based upon the potency of 
the Injunctive, which are the effects of the said Intention and Non intention, 
and as such indirectly indicated by these words, and this round about 
method has been employed with the sole motive of speaking, in the manner 
of ordinary human assertions, of the Vedic sentences, which, by themselves, 
trauscend by far the limits of human conception, and as such, could not be 
grasped by students of inferior intelligences, unless they were explamed 
ın the familia: termmology applied to ordinary assertions The same may 
be said about all such explanations of the Veda 

II There is another explanation also ot the propriety of the use of 
the words ‘ Intention” and “ Non intention”? The question raised in the 
Adlakas ana is with reference to those Mimansakas and Sacrificers, who 
seek to explaım the Veda, ın accordance either with 1easonings or with 
traditional lore They always interpret ə sentence, m accordance with the 
potencies of words, ind hence thes seck to explain those things that are 
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found amenable to these potencies, while those that are abandoned by 
these potencies, are not taken up for explanation Consequontly by * Viva- 
keheta’ 18 meant ‘that which is intended or wished by the Mimfnsakas to 
be explained’, and that which, beg untouched by the said potency, 18 not 
so sntended, is spoken of as ‘Avevakshsta’, and this intention and non-inten- 
tion pertains to those Teachers of the Veda who have gone before Conse- 
quently, inasmuch as the mention of ‘Intention’ and “Non-mtentuon” 1s 
with reference to the Teachers, there 1s nothing objectionable in the words 
boing mtroduced in connection with the Veda, 

TII. Or again, the “ Intention ” and “ Non-intention” spoken of might 
refer to the Intelligences ensouling the various Vedic collections, Rgveda 
and the rest (the Body ın this case being one made up of words) Justas 
in the material bodies we have intelligent souls, who intend certain things, 
and do not intend others, and this sntenteon, though existing only in the 
inner soul, is yet known, exactly as if it appeared m the external world, 
by people pondering over the sentence, by means of the potency of the 
words composing the sentence uttered by them (so in the same manner 
could we become cognisant of the Intention or otherwise of the Intell- 
gence ensouling the Veda) 

Then as for the possibility of such a Body (as that attributed to the 
Vedas), we find that there are various kinds of Bodies, brought about 
by the peculiar actions of the souls mhabitmg them,—all those diverse 
kinds depending upon the modifications of Primordial Matter For ın- 
stance—-(1) In this world of ours we find four kinds of Bodies, made up 
mostly of the earth-element, aided by those of water and the rest,—these 
bodies being the Womb-born, the Wgg-born, the Ground-born, and the Sweat- 
born ,—(2) bodies built up of water with the help of tho other clements, 
clean and transparent, are known to exist in the regions of Varuna ,—(3) 
there are many beings who wander about in the sky, with their subtile 
bodies made up of Air mixed w tl Barth and the rest,—(4) in the 
Heavenly Regions, thore are bodios of Laght, effulgent and glorious, 
which become added to by-and-by by the rays emitted from the sun, as 
has been declared in the Veda also, at the close of the sentences dealing 
with the Nakshateésht. “yö ha şanüh punyakiluh. téshimetine gyotimshe 
yannakshafran,’,—and Manu also speaks of people proceeding to Heaven 
in a body of lght,—(5) the Veda also speaks of tho soul inhabiting a 
body of Ağaç, when it declares ‘1 yaté vīnā miyam yah kham Brahma.’ 

Then again, Colour, Tonoh and the other properties that belong to the 
elements, are, each of them, bodies for the experiences of the soul And 
the Veda also, which is spoken as the ‘Cabda-Brahma’, 1 ensouled by a 
single Great Soul, and hence the Ryreda ġe which are spoken of sepa- 
rately, all belong to the soul, and are endowed with cons tens mtolligenee 
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Consequently, when we proceed to explam the meanings of the senten- 
ces of these Vedas, which contain within themselves particular intentions, 
whether they are intended to be significant or not 1s ascertained by means 
of the potencies of the words , and the upshot comes to be that that which 
13 taken up by the Injunctive potency is what is “mntended ” , while that 
which 1s abandoned by it, is to be explained as “not intended’ to be sigmifi- 
cant 

In this manner, it is quite possible to attribute, on the strength of tlie 
potency of the Injunctive, the said “Intention” and “ Non-intention” to 
the soul of the Gabda Brahma, which pervades all the Vedas, and there 
1s nothing mcongruons in speaking of “ Intention ” and “ Non intention ”, 
even ın the direct sense of these words, with 1eference to the Veda, which 
is begmningless and endless 

Thus then, the question comes to be whether the Veda really mtended 
the singleness of the vessel, or not, and ın course of the piesent Adhika- 
? ana, our Author will come to a definite conclusion, by a course of well- 
connected reasoning 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


€ That action which is mentioned as connected with singleness, and 
“that Injunction of the substance which 1s also mentioned along with 
“ singleness, should always be performed and understood (respectively) 
“as pertaiming to one thing only 

€ Tn all cases, the Veda consisting of Injunctions and Prohibitions, 
“whatever we come across in the course of the Veda should always be 
‘taken as connected with an Injunction or a Prohibition, and we should 
“always try our very best to construe every such thing m such a manner 
‘Cas to make it connected with an Injunction or a Prohibition 

€ And for doing this, there are two ways (1) even though the 
“€ object ın question be the qualification of a substance,—yet, just as in the 
“ case of the Injunction of a Bhavana qualified by aceitain substance, etc , 
“ the Injunction is taken as mdirectly pertamıng to the qualifying sub 
“stance also, as other wise the qualified Bhavana could not be enjomed,— so, 
“on the same maner, m the case in question also, masmuch as the In 
“ yunetion of the washing qualified by the Vessel, which os qualified by single 
“ness, could not be otherwise explained, we cannot but admit, on the 
“strength of Apparent Inconsistency, the singleness also to be an abject 
“ of Injunction, similarly too, in a case v here we have a series of qualifi 
o cations, there 18 a cogaition of the Injunction of every one of these, based 
“ upon the fact of each of them bemg connected with that which precedes 
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“at, and ıt ıs only when the accessories are not related to one another 
“that the Injunction of any one of them does not involve that of another, 
“as we haveshown above (2) When, on the other hand, the Injunc- 
“tion does not extend up to the qualification of the substance, then, ın 
“that case, everything spoken of ım the sentence would have to be admit 
“ ted, on the strength of a single Apparent Inconsistency, to be the object 
“of Injunction, and hence, just as the ‘ Daçüpamıtı a?” (Cloth), the 
tet Sungleness’, the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Washing’ are the qualifications of the 
“ Bhavana, so would the ‘singleness of the Vessel’ also be 

€ Objection ‘It is by the Direct Denotation of the same word 
“ (graham) that the singleness m question is pointed out to be the qualifi- 
“cation of the Vessel, and as such it ıs scarcely right to reject it m 
“favour of the view that ıt ıs a qnalification of the Bhavana, which can 
“ only be pomted out by means of Syntactical Connection ’ 

“ Reply This argument does not quite affect oni position (1) 
“ Because there is no actual difference between the indication of the Word 
“and that of Syntactical Connection, the singleness may be taken as qualı- 
“fying the Bhavana, without being totally separated from the Vessel (2) 
“ Because as the two tieat of two wholly distinct subjects, there can be no 
“contradiction of the one by the other That 1s to say, if, ın both cases, 
“The relationship were either that of Tadarthya (useful accessory) alone, 
“or that of that particular form of the Qualifying Relationship which 
“appears in the form of the Containe: and the Contamed, then the two 
“could be taken as dealing with the same subject As a matter of fact, 
“ however, we do not find any one of these relations to be present mn both 
“ (the Vesseland the Bhavana) , because to the former, the sengleness 18 relat 
“ ed by the Qualifying Relationship of the Contazner and the Contazned , while 
“to the Bhavana it is related as its accessory , consequently the Syntactical 
“Connection may be taken as implying that ‘one should accomplish the 
“Bhavani of the Washing by means of the singleness contamed in the 
“€ Vessel’, end on the othe: hand, 1f the Relationship of the singleness with 
“ the Bhavana be that of Tadarthya, then ın that case, its relationship with 
“ the Vessel beng one of Qualzfication, would appear subsequently ın accord 
“ance with the law Jaid down in the foregoing Adhikarana , and it 18 this 
“that 1s pointed out by the Word (graham) (3) When it 18 ascertained 
“that the Vessel 1s incapable of aifording refuge to the singleness, then, ın 
“that case, there would be nothing to prevent this latter from gomg over 
“to the Bhavana, even though ıt be only on the strength of a Syntactical 
“Connection, the Vessel itself impels it tonaids the Bhavana, with the 
“view that, bemg related to the Bhavana, the sıngleness would be taken 
“up by the Injunction, and thereby becommg limited in its scope, would 
“ quahfy the Vessel also, otherwise bemg abandoned by the Vessel, ıt 
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“would be wholly neglected by the Injunction, and as such, could not 
““ belong either to the Vessel or tothe Bhavana (4) Or, even granting that 
“the singleness belongs to the Vessel, ıt becomes necessary to show ın 
“what manner it belongs toit Thus then, if the Vessel, alone by itself, 
“were to enter into the Bhavana, then, masmuch as the singleness would 
“€ be appearing after this entrance, it would not be taken up by the Bhäā 
“yan, and as such could not belong to this latter, and ıt would be 
“restricted to the form of the Vessel only , consequently, it is only when 
“the Vessel moves along with, or is co extensive with, the ssngleness, that 
“ot attains its true character,—just as in the case of the qualification of 
“ Redness mentioned by a distinct word (as shown in the foregomg Adhs 
“ karara) And the reason for this is that the Injunction as a whole 
“always appears in a qualified form, and as the Qualified could not serve 
“ the function of qualifying until it had tts own qualification duly defined, 
“ ib is always along with its own qualification that the Qualified Injunc- 
‘tion enters mto its function 

“ Thus then, ın the case in question, the Bhavand, taking up the distinctly 
‘mentioned vessel as qualufled by singleness, does not take up the qualified 
“ Vessel without taking up, along with ıt, the qualifying szngleness also And 
“when the singleness would thus ertet into the Bhavana, it would be taken 
“np by the Injunction also, and then there being a mutual restriction 
“ between the Substance and the Property, ıt comes to belong to the Vessel 

“(5) Or again, the objector has based his argument upon the 
“superior authority of Direct Assertion, on the strength of which 
“he has declared the szngleness to be related to the Substance (Vessel) 
“But as a matter of fact, the case 1s quite the contrary Because 
“the Substance (Vessel), mentioned by the basic noun ‘graha’, would 
“be the nearest to the singleness mentioned by a part of the same 
“word, but we find that this singleness 13 very much more nearly related 
“to the particular Agency that is signified by the same case ending (the 
“ Accusative) as itself, and as such it is much sooner recognized as qualify 
“mg this Agency And we have already shown that the Agency, 
“expressed by the case ending, 1s a constituent part of the Bhavana, which 
“is made up of various factors, appearing one after the other And then, 
“inasmuch as the Agency 1s found to be signified by the affix, ıt would be 
“cognized as the principal factor, and it is a general rule that every- 
“thmg (1e all qualifications) appertain to the prmeipal factor, and 
‘thence both the Szngleness and the Vessel become Agencies, and as such 
“sre thrown into the Bhavan#, by means of the direct action of the 
“ case ending, and as such come to be the objects of Injunction, and this 
“is due to the fact of the Injunction being a quahfied one, as will be 
“€ explaiued later on, under the Sūtra IV—ı—15 
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“Thus then, yust as that which is mentioned as to be done by means 
“of the Cloth is not done by anything else,—as mstead of the mentioned 
“washing the threshing is not performed,—as instead of the washeng of the 
“vessel one does not perform the washing of something else,—so, in the 
“same manner, that which 1s mentioned as to be done to a single vessel, 
€ could not be done to many Ali these conclusions are dependent upon 
“ one another, ın accordance with the law of the foregomg Adhikarana 

€ For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the number of the 
“ uddegya also is to be taken as intended to be significant, just like that 
“ of the enjoined wdheya 

“The Bhdshya lays siress upon due significance being attached to the 
“ masculinity of the object (animal) also, but this is only by the way, and 
“not with a view to show that the significance of the gender also 1s amen- 
“able to the reasonings of the present Adhikarana , as that would mean a 
“mere repetition of what is dealt with under the Satras VI—.—6 et seq” 


SIDDHANTA 


Siitra (14) All Individuals are indicated, because the generic 
character belongs equally to all 


It 18 a well-established fact that whenever an action is laid down, m 
a subordinate form, with reference to a number of individuals, all of which 
are indicated by the generic Class, etc , that Action pertains to every one of 
them 

For mstance, ın the case in question, we at once recognize the vessel to be 
the principal factor,—because it is spoken of in the Accusative case (vide 
Stira Ii—1—10), and also because it is the useful factor,—and the wash- 
wg to be the subordinate factor Then, masmuch as the class “ vessel” 
(which is denoted by the word ‘ graha’) 1s, by itself, mcapable of being 
washed, it is the andevidual vessels that are indicated as the objects to be 
purified by the washing, but sınce the individual vessels are not capable 
of being denoted by the word ‘ graha,’ we accept the class “vessel” as in 
dicative of them Consequently, the meaning of the Injunctive sentence 
m question comes to be that the action to be pei foi med with the vessels would 
be perfect only by the previous washing of the vessels , and 1f any vessel should 
be left unwashed, the action performed with ıt would remaim imperfect , 
hence it 18 necessary that all the vessels should be washed 

Tf, however, the vessel were laid down as subsidiary to the washing,— 
just as the anomal is to the saci sfice,—then the necessary action of washing 
having been accomplished by the washing of a single vessel, no other vessel 
would be required to be washed , for m that case the non-washmg of the 
other vessels would not cause any umverfection in the action m question , 
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as the requirements of the Injunction will have been fulfilled (by the wash- 
ing of a single vessel). When, on the other hand, the vessel is the principal 
factor, inasmuch as the Injunction would apply to each of the principal 
factors, if a single vessel were left unpurified (by washing), there would be 
an infringement of the particular Injunction in connection with that. 
Even if there were no distinct Injunction for each of the vessels, and each 
of them were to be washed only in accordance with the spirit of the single 
injunction,—then, too, the non-washing of a vessel would be contrary 
to that spirit. If without this rejection, one were to omit the washing of 
certain vessels, then that would be a great sin, consequent upon the neg- 
lect of that which is enjoined. 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the word ‘graham’ indi- 
cates all the vessels; because all of them are equally related to the generic 
class ‘ vessel,’ and because all are equally connected with the context. 

Not perceiving any ground for taking the Singular number (in 
‘ graham’) to be non-significant, the objector (in the Bhdshya) comes 
forward with the argument that—“ we find the Singular number actually 
mentioned.” 

The reply to this is that all that may happen to be mentioned is not 
necessarily something to be performed (or brought into action); be- 
cause in the matter of actual performance, it is necessary to find out an 
Injunction, or the Mention of Uses,—either directly mentioned or indirect- 
ly imphed. Because that which is enjoined, or has its uses mentioned, 
is accepted as to be brought into action, even if it be not actually ex- 
pressed in so many words; while even if something is actually so ex- 
pressed, if it happens to be abandoned by them (ie., by the Injunction and 
the Mention of Uses), it is not taken up for performance. Thus then, in 
ihe case of a sentence, there being many things expressed by the several 
words and the affixes, etc., it becomes necessary to find out which of these 
are taken up by the Injunction and which have their uses and applications 
mentioned, Specially as by manipulating the construction of the sentence 
in different ways, every one of the things may be made to appear as en- 
joined or mentioned as useful,—it becomes necessary to find which are 
actually enjoined and which not. As a matter of fact, the expounders of 
Mümdümsü, when discussing the meanings of sentences, very often throw dust 
into people’s eyes, by a skilful manipulation of the syntactical construction. 

Thus then, m the case in question, what we have to consider is what 
is actually enjoined by the word ‘ Semmarshfi,’ which has the form of 
the Present Tense, but really is in the L3f form, which is laid down as 
having the sense of the Injunctive. 

It is not possible for the Bhavana alone, hy itself, fo be enjoined; 
becnuse it is not possible for it to be bronght iuto action. by itself alone, 
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Then there arises the question as to whether the Bhavana that 1s enjomed. 
18 qualified by the denotation of the Verbal Root, the washeng, only, which 
18 well known ın the world as somethmg to be performed,—or by the 
substance Vegsel,—or by the singleness of the vessel 

As for the word ‘ Dag@pavitréna, ’ it is equally significant ın all cases, 
and serving the same purpose mn all cases, it is not necessary to consider 
its various significations, as 1s done with the other words 

With reference to the word ‘ graham’ and the rest, however, 1t becomes 
necessary to consider what 1s actually enjoined And ın this connec- 
tion, we are faced by the following alternatives —Firstly as regards the 
“washing” and the “Vessel,”—do these qualify the Bhavana, alterna- 
tavely or conjomtly ? or is it them relationship or ther aggregation that 
qualifies ıt ? or ıs ıt that one of these two while qualifying the other, 
qualifies the Bhavan& also, and through that, comes to be enjomed P 
Secondly, as regards the “washing” and the “ Singleness,” also we have 
the same eight-fold questions to consider Thirdly, as regardsthe “grahs- 
ton” and the “ Ekatoa” also, we have the same questions That 18 to 
say among the three—the ‘ washing,’ the ‘ Vessel’ and the “Sıngleness, — 
we can take any two of which one would qualify the other, and then 
proceed to consider the question of the relation of these with the third 

Along with these questions, there amses the further question, as to 
whether these (the Vessel, the Singleness and the Bhavana) form the Object 
of Injunction (1e Predicate) or of mere Assertion (10 the Subject), with 
reference to the “washing”, and that too whether singly or conjointly 

When the Action 1s the principal factor, then, there is a conjunction 
of the Substance and the Number, and hence all the 1equirements are ful- 
filled by a single performance of that Action When, on the other hand, 
the Action is laid down as with reference to the Vessel and Singleness (and 
thereby becomes the suboidinate factor), then, ın that case, the Action 
and the Injunctive sentence, are taken as complete in each of the Vessels 

But here also, we are faced by the followmg questions Is the 
washing enjoined for the Vessel only, or for the Singleness only, or for 
both of them alternately, or for both conjointly, or fo) thei relationship 
and aggregation, oL for the Vessel as qualified by the Ssnglenesse, or for 
the Number (one) as qualified by the Vessel? Or, with reference to the 
action of washeng, is it the Vessel that is en jomed, or the Singleness, ot 
both alternately, or both conjointly, or the relationship and the aggre 
gation of these, or the Vessel as qualified by Singleness, or the Number 
as qualified by the Vessel ? 

A manipulation of the construction of the sentencein question having 
given rise to so many doubts and questions, the opponent 1s led to believe 
that, inasmuch as the number forms the predicate of the sentence, it 18 
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this that 1s enjoined, and hence he takes pains to bring forward all the 
reasons that he finds capable of favouring the view that the Number 1s 
predicated in regard to the Vessel, and 1s enjoined with reference to the 
washing, and he concludes that just as Time and Place, though roally the 
subjects, are often taken as objects of Injunction, through the Action,—so, 
also would the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Singleness’ be 

On the other hand, all the syntactical constructions that he would 
attribute to the sentence, with a view to make the singleness an object of 
Injunction, will be rejected by tho Siddhinits as involving a syntactical 
split 

As a matter of fact, also, the Vessel can never be the predicate of the 
sentence ın question, and it becomes all the more impossible for the 
‘ sengleness’ to be so, because it is subservient to the Vessel Thus then, 
the sentence heing taken as enjommg the washing for the Vessel, its 
Injunctave potency is wholly spent upon that, and as such, it could not 
enjoin the sengleness No: could the sentence be taken as enjoining 
singleness for the Vessel, because there is no repetition of the Injunctive 
word and the word ‘Graham’, asıb would be necessary, in that case, to have 
two Injunctive words and two ‘grahas’ And in case the relationship of 
the Vessel and Sungleness were positively enjoined,—if ib were found 
desirable to have an Injunction of something over and above the connec- 
tion of the Vessel and tho wuasheng,—then, also, rb would be necessary, for 
the sake of the accomplishment of the two relationships (of the Vessel) 
to have a repetition of the word ‘ graham’, andın this case also, the Injune- 
tive word would have to be repeated, as a single Injunctive cannot enjoin 
two relationships 

For, if the Injunctive affix were to enjoin two relationships, either 
simultaneously, or one after the other, how could ıt do so, unless it were 
pronounced twice? so also if the ‘ Vessel’ were to attain the relationship 
of the Sengleness and the washing, 1t could not do so without its being 
repeated twice Then again, the first utterance of the Injunctive having 
its potency wholly spont up im the enjoining of the washing for the Vessel, 
it would be absolutely necessary to utter ıt over again, for the enjoining 
of the Singleness of that Vessel And this second utterance could not but 
be something wholly outside the Vedic Text, and thus originating from 
a human speaker, ıt could not have any authoritative character 

Thus then, however mach we may rack our brains over the various 
constructions*of the sentence ın question, we cannot find any proper way 
whereby we could have an injunction of Singleness, and as such this latter 
cannot be taken as something to be brought into action İfan any way 
we could have an Injunction of this Ssngleness, it would be like the Vessel, 
etc , and how could anyone neglect it, during the performance r 
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But this would be possible, only 1f the Action were the principal 
factor Asin that case, on the strength of the fact of the Injunction being 
that of the qualified Vessel, we could have an mdirectly umphed Injunc 
tion of the qualifying Sngleness also Consequently, if the opponent can 
establish the fact of the Action being the principal factor, then, through 
that, he could establish the fact of all things mentioned in the sentence 
being intended to be duly significant 

For these reasons, we conclude that the mere fact of something being 
mentioned in a sentence is not sufficient reason for taking it as enjowned , 
and hence the qualification ın question—‘ Singleness "—1s not similar in 
chai acter to such other qualifications as ‘white’ and the like 

Further, we ask —Would this “singleness” be a qualification of the 
Substance (Vessel) or of the Action (washing), on account of which fact 
it could be absorbed by the Vessel, the washing, and the Bhavana? 

First of all, we proceed to show that 1t could not be a qualification of 
the Substance As a matter of fact, it could be its qualification, either as 
forming an integral part of the Substance, or as serving to preclude, from 
it, all othe: Numbers The former 1s quite compatible with the fact of the 
washing bemg performed with regard to all the Vessels, for if one washes 
many vessels, he certainly washes one, and in that case, the washeng of all 
the Vessels bemg known, by reason of the generic character of the “ Vessel” 
belonging to all of them, as to be performed,—and not being found to be 
prohibited by (1e incompatible with) the singular number (in 
‘ graham ’),—what reason can one have for leaving off the washing of the 
second and the following Vessels ? 

The following argument might here be brought forward by the oppo 
nent “The basic noun ‘graka’ itself beng sufficient to denote the fact 
“of one and all of the vessels bemg washed, the affixed singular ending 
“could not be taken as a subsidiary Arthavdda , and as such it would be 
“ taken as serving the purposes of preclusion (of the washing of more than 
“ one Vessel) ” 

Reply It is not so, 161s only in a case where a general proposition 
having been laid down, 1t 1s 1epeated again with a certain specification, 
that we admit of Precluszon, m the case m question, however, we do not 
find any repetition, because a repetition would be possible only if there 
were many sentences, while what you have asserted ıs that the same 
sentence serves both to enjoin and to preclude, and certamly that 1s ex- 
tremely incongruous In fact, what you have asserted is that the two 
opposite functions are served, not by the same sentence, but by the same 
word (‘graham’), and this ce.tainly shows an msight transcending all 
possibilities! That ıs to say, you have declared that the basic noun ın that 
word enjoins the connection of the washing of all Vessels, and the case end 
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mg m it precludes that connection, this 15 what passes ou: understar ] 
ing! Then agun, just aş when a sentence is found to serve the purposes of 
enjoining and precluding, 14 is consti aed m two different Ways,—so would 
the word also have to be construed ın two different ways! It 1s really 
strange how you can make such a self contiadictory assertion that at one 
and the same time, the same word set ves to enjoum as well as to prec! de 

Then again, Preclusion (Parisankhya) 1s possible only whenu there 1s a 
likelihood of the universal application of a certam thing being cointe 
nanced by an assumed text, while its par ticular application is direct) y men 
tioned in a vedie text, because in such a case the Preclusive Injunction is 
free from all objections Specially in this case, as the text supporting the 
universality has got to be assumed, while that supporting the particular 
application is already existent,— the Preclusion is accepted in view of the 
desuable result that ıt is found to accomplish 

İn the case m question, however, your Preclusive Injunction serves to 
reject the cognition of the washing, as applying to all Vessels,—this cogni 
tion bemg brought about by the basic noun which forms part of the same 
sentence and word as the case ending, which, though depending for its 
existence on that basic noun, is yet held to bring about the said Preclusion ! 
And such a preclusive Injunction is open to all the three faults (that of 
rejecting the enjoined, renouncing of 1ts own meaning, and acceptance of 
another meaning’) 


On the occasion of showing a case of faultless Pieclusive Injunction, 
the Bhāshya has declared, (an connection with the sentence ‘imāma 
grbhnan artyagvabardhanimadatié’) that the desirable interpretation ıs 
that the latter clause of the sentence (‘ityag.abhidhinimadatte’) enjoms 
the ‘ Horse’s reins’, and not the ‘ Holding’, and the reason that he gives 
ig that the mantra in question (‘amagibhnan’) is already Lnown (fiom 
the words of the manira itself) as to be employed ın Holding, (and the 
only thing that 1emains doubtful is the object to be held, and this is 
mentioned ın the latter clause) 

But this is scarcely right, because, as a matter of fact, the Injunction 
ıs quite possible from the verb ‘d@dat‘é’, while as for the connection 
between the Holding and the ‘Horse’s rems’, there is no Injunction , 
because the word ‘ agrbhnan’ m the mantrais capable of indicating the Man 
tra to be as applicable to the “ Horse s reins’ as to the “ Ass”s reins’, because 
of the word “raçanZ” (string, which is equally applicable to the reins of 
both) Nor is the ‘horse’s ren’ any further remote from the ‘ ragana’ 
than the ‘ass’s rems’, because the word ‘racan@’ bemg equally apph- 
cable to both, both would be expressed and cognized at one and the same 
time Then again, ın any Injunctive sentence, there is always a difference 
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between Duect Assertion and Implication by Syntactical Connection, be 
cause thero 1s a distinct difference in the degree of the relationship of that 
which 1s expressed by the verbal ı oot, and that of that which 1s expressed 
by a noun That ıs to say, the nonn can have no connection in the sentence 
unless there are three words (eg “22, ‘apvdbhdhinim’ and “Güdlatis”), 
while, that of the verbal root 1s accomplished by means of two words only 
(‘ii ” and ‘adatia’) Then again, the Injunctive affix in question also does 
not so well and quickly lay down the application of the Mantra to the de 
notation of the noun (‘acvabhidhant’, the Horse reins )—which is not 
mentioned by the same word as that m which the affix appears,—as 1t docs 
that to tle denotation of the verbal root (the Holding) which appears in the 
same word (‘adatia’) , and the Mantra also becomes connected with the ers 
more quickly by means of the Direct Assertion (in ‘atyagudbhidhanima- 
datté’), than ıt could do by that of the indicative power of the word 
‘agrbhnan’ m the Mantra Non does the Mantra stand in need of any other 
gronnd for being applictble to the Horse's Reins, because the generic word 
‘ragana’ (inthe manira) serves to point out that application just as well as 
any specification of ıt Then again, in all cases, at 1s necessary to have 
recourse to direct Indication, at loast for the indication of the fact of the 
Rewns, etc , leading to certain Apiirvas, and hence imasmuch as the mention 
of the ‘Horse's Rems’ would be got at by the Indication (of the word 
“ raçanğ ”), another direct Injunction of the same (in the sentence “ siyaço, 
etc”) would be wholly useless As the word ‘ Horse”s- Rems” would take 
exactly the same time ın indicating (its Injunction), as the word ‘ ragana ” 
would ın mdicating the Horse's Reins 

For these roasons, we cannot take the clause ‘styddatté’ as merely 
referring to the application of the Mantra which is pointed out by 1ts own 
words, nor can we take the latte: sentence to be injunctive of the Horse's 
Kens, as what the sentence does is to enjom the Bhavana which is 
simultaneously qualified by all the three—the Horse's Reims, the Mantra 
and the Holding denoted by the verbal root 

Then again, ın no way does the form of the Mantra itself point to its 
connection with the Holding , because the Mantra does not enjoin any such 
connection, without brmging about the assumption of a vedic text to the 
effect , but long before the form and the context of the Mantra bring about 
the assumption of the necessary vedic text, the required Injunction (of the 
connection of the Mantra) 1s accomplished by means of the already exist- 
ing text (‘ styagud, etc”) 

Consequently, the latte: sentence must be taken as enjoming the 
connection of the Manira, which has not been laid down before It is 
spoken of as a “ Preclusrve Injunction’ simply because it is found to lead 
to the separation of the Mantra from the Holding of the Ass Rems,—and 
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not because of a repetition of the specification When we proceed to seek 
for the special purpose served by this Injunction, we find that it does not 
serve any other purpose than the preclusion of the Mantra from the Ass's 
Rems But this preclusion of something else does not form the meaning 
of the sentence, like a specialization, beciuse the preclusion of the Ass 1s 
accomplished by the very fact of its not having any connection with the 
Mantra, and it is only that which is likely to come m that is precluded by 
means of a sentence Specially as we find that the Muntra can not pertain 
to the Reins of the Ass until it has brought about the assumption of a 
vedic text to that effect, and hence it cannot be held that the Repetition, 
in the latter sentence, of the “ Horse’s Reins’ 1s to be taken as precluding 
that Mantra from being applied to the Reins of the Ass, because the men 
tion of the “ Horse’s Ruins” could be called a, “ Repetition” only if 1t had 
been lud down before bv the quicker action of another text, and the pre- 
vious mention of the “Reims of ¢he Ass” cannot make the subsequent 
mention of the “ Horse's Reins” a, repetition Because the application of 
the Munfrais found to have been previously laid down by the quicker 
operation of the Direct mention of the “ Horse”, and thus the Veda, as 
well as the subject ın question, having all its requirements fulfille!, there 
can be no assumption of another text, on the sole authority either of the 
indicative power (of the words of the Muntra) or of the Context And 
when no such text is assumed, there 1s no application of the Mantra to the 
Reims of the Ass It 18 on this that we have the well-known proverb— 
‘How can the Ass overtake that which has been taken away by the 
Horse ?” 

We can, however, enquire from the Direct Assertion (of the Horse) 
what special purpose it serves, and on this pnnt, we could address her in 
the following manner ‘Is ıt by sheer force that you have obstructed the 
assumption of the mdicated text? When the Mantra could be applied to the 
Horse’s Reins, even by means of the assumed text, why should you have 
beenina hurry to enjoin it? It is quite trae that no texts could be 
assumed for that which you enjoin, but what do you gain by obstructing 
that assumption ”” 

(And we hive the following reply ) If the assumed text could lay 
down the applicability of the Mantra tothe Ho» se’s Resus only, in the same 
manne as is done by the Direct Injunction,—then alone could this latter 
be useless As a matter of fact, however, the text assumed on the strength 
of the words of the Mantra would indicate the npplicibility of the Mantra 
to the Reins of the Horse as also to thatof the Ass, and hence zt ts for the 
purpose of avertmg this dual application that the Direct Injunction 
hastens to mention the “ Horse’s Rens” And we have this latter İnyuno: 
tion, because the assumed text could not pomt out the application of the 
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Mantra to the Reins of the Horse only, as 18 done by the Direct Injunction 
Thus then not being a mere repetition, this Injunction comes to be recoge 
mized as serving a useful purpose, and inismuch as all requnements are 
fulhlled by it, the Mantra cinnot biing about the assumption of any other 
text 

If the Injunction in qnestion had only repeated the fact of the pre 
vionsly mentioned applıcabılıy of the Mun/ra,—then, mn that case, the 
Preclusion would be open to ull the three objections When, however, the 
text being restricted, there 18 nothing to lay down the common appli a 
bility (ot the Mentr: to the Reins ot the Horse, as ilso to that of the Ass), 
then the Preclus on is totally free from the three objections ‘Lhis 13 
what we have :heidy explained unde: the Sutra I—11—42 , and 16 18 only 
in the way explained there thit the Precinuon can be shown to be free 
f:om all objections 

For the-e 1 asons, we conclude that we should not attach any 
ım por t ince to the expression in question that the Author of the Bhashyu 
has inadvertently used 


Nor ıs ıt pos ible for the sentence in question to be an Injunction of 
the connectivn of ‘singleness’, beciuse 163 injunctive potency is: wholls 
taken up by the injunction of the connection between the ‘ wishing’ ani 
the ‘ Vessel’ Just as in the case of the sentence (‘ Protect this food from 
animals—the dog, and the cit’) which enjoins the piotecteng of the food, 
even though the particular animals ‘aog’ and ‘cub’ are mentioned, yet 
they are not accepted as in iny way restricting the Injunction ,—and 
the rea on for this is thit ın this sentence the ‘dog’ and the ‘cat’ 
are not mentioned as the objects to be proteted (1e objects of the 
enjoined protection) from the eating of the food, and consequently (inas- 
much as the piotection of the food 1s what is enjoined), the min directed 
protects ıt from other animals also—such as the c1ow and the hke—which 
too ate as much spoilers of the food as the dog and the cat In this 
connection we have the following saying ‘Even a child, when told to 
protect the food fiom crows, does not omit to protect it from the dog and 
othe: animals, because he knows that the clief factor m the direction was 
the protection’ 

Though the above example of the ‘ protection of the food’ has been 
ated by the Bhashya, yet it does not quite fit in with the casein question 
Because ın the sentence cited what is not intended to be significant is the 
‘crow,’ which 1s a definite object expressed by a word in the sentence, 
whereas in the case in question, what is held to be non-significant is only 
the number (sıngleness) of the vessel (and this number is expressed by the 
case-endiug), and that makes a great difference between the two 
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sentences This sentence would be fitly cited im connection with the 
next Adhikarana, where it is considered if the ‘ washing’ 18 applicable 
to the Ladle, ete, also, just hke the washang of the altar As for an 
example like the one cited, there ıs one ın the Veda itself, in connection 
with the ‘Animal’ saciifice, where we read ‘ Yards caturavatli yagumiaah 
pancavattaiva gapü küryü where the object of the Injunction is that “that 
which is cat mto pieces is to be five m number, and hence the mention 
of the “capö ” ıs not intended to be mgmficant, as otherwise there vonld 
be a, syntactical spht All this we shall expla under Adh X, and 
ıt would have been fitting to cite, in that connection, the sentence that 
the Bhashya has cited here In the case in question, on the other hand, 
it should have cited some auch sentence of ordinary pat lance, in which the 
Number alone is intended to be non siymficant, for mstance, the sentence 
‘Vrshalush na pravéshtavyam, where the Plaral in ‘ Vrshalavk’ 13 not 
imtenjed to be significant, because the sentence is taken as prohibitive of 
the entry of the erskalu, singly, as well as collectively in large numbers 

Objection “The word ‘sammrsi ti’? might be taken as enjoming the 
€ connection of the Vessel and the Sen jleness ” 

Reply Tins could not be, as that would be contradictory to what 
is duectly mentioned (by means of the same word) Spenally as a 
sıngle Injunctive word is not capable of lying down the Bhdvund of the 
washing, as well as the connectzon of the Vessel and the Singleness , and thus 
there being a contradiction between these two objects of the Injunction, 
it 18 the former that is accepted as its object, on the strength of its proxi- 
mity to the Injunctive affix bemg closest, and hence there bemg no other 
Injunction, there can be no comprehension of Singleness 

It has been argued above that in the case of a qualified Injunction, 
the qualification of the qualification also forms an objet of Injunction 

But that is not possible, bec ise if the Vessel itself does not present 
the Sinq eness to the Action, which is quilified hy the Ves el pu ely by 
itself, —then the Action cannot be said to be qnalihed by the qualified 
(vessel) 

That is to say, if the vessel throws itself as qualified by mngleness, 
into the Bhavana, then, 10 that case, ib would be necessary to throw m 
the qnalıfyıng singleness beforehand , as otherwise the Badvand could not 
be qualified by that qualification , and in this case, the Bhd: ana also, taking 
in the Vessel as qua’aped by Sin jleness, conl | not take m the Vessel thus quali- 
fied, unless it took im also the quilifying Singleness For instance, as the 
woud denotes a substance as q ialifi d by a, certain genes or class, 1b does 
not apply to the substan e, until it has denoted the qual:fymg Class, and 
hence m that case ıt would be absolutely necessiry to accept the s:nsleness 
to he a qualification of the Bhavan? Asa matter of fact, this also we shall 
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refuta below And ın a case where a substance itself is the qualification 
of the Bhavana), as in the case in question, the Bhavana too 1s connected 
with the Vessel only, and not with its Number, and the Number also is 
related to the Vessel only, and not to the Bhāvanā And thus the qualified 
Injunction, having its end in the pointing out of the qualification of the 
Bhévand, does not imply anything else, specially as Sangleness does not 
necessarily qualify tle Vessel, ab the time that ıt ıs actually qualifying 
the Bhavana, because the Bhdvand does not take up the Vessel as qualified 
by Songleneşs as ib does not notice the Number, which is hidden under 
the form of the vessel stself Nor can the Singleness be taken as qualify- 
ing the Vessel qualified by the Bhavana, because that would be tantamount 
to taking ıt as qualifymg the Bhavana itself (which we shall refute 
below), Asa matter of fact too, the Bhavana cannot qualify the qualsfied 
Kessel Consequently there can be no implication (by the Injunction) of 
a qualification of the substance (Vessel) because no such qualification is 
wanted by the principal Injunction m question 

Then again, 1f ıt be ınsısted upon that there ıs an Injunction of the 
qualification, such injunction could not be possible without a repetition of 
the Injunctive affix, and that would involve a syntactical split Even 1f 
we admit of this split, at the tme of the actual washing, no attention 
could be paid to the Singleness, as what the Injunction lays down is the 
connection of the Singleness with the Vessel independently by itself, 
specially as ıt is not possible for an action, that is still ın the position of 
being en?oyed, to qualify a substance related to a qualification,—as we 
have already explained ın the foregoing Adikarana 

For these reasons, the ‘Singleness’ cannot be comprehended as a 
qualification of the substance (‘ Vessel ”) 

If ıt be urged that the ‘Simgleness’ 1s laid down as qualifying the 
Bhavana of the ‘ washing, —then, we reply, that it could not be its quali 
fication, either as a subordinate factor (an the shape of the means of 
accomplishing the washing), or as a predominant one (in the shape of some 
thing to be purified by the washing) 

In the first place the ‘ Szngleness’ could not be the predominant factor , 
because being incorporeal (or immaterial) it is not possible for it to be 
purified Nor can ır be said to be purifted by the purification of the 
substance (‘Vessel’), because it 18 something wholly different from 1t, 
and because the purification that 1s laid down for the Vessel 1s not through 
this Singleness, aş it being laid down for the vessel independently by 
itself, it would be wholly useless to lay it down again, specially as, even 
at the time of the actual performance of the purificatory Rinsing, this 
latte: is recognized as pertaming to the Vessel directly, and not as due to 
the Singleness 
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In the same manner ıb can be shown that ‘Singleness’ could not be 
laid down as the subordmate factor 

Question “ How is it that it has not the subordinate character ? ” 

Answer A quality is accepted to be subsidiary, only when it is found 
to qualify a subsidiary substance, ın the casein question, however, the 
‘Vessel’ ıs not held to be subsidiary to the ‘washing,’ which does not 
bring about any visible results, and as such the quahty, ‘Singleness’, of 
the Vessel, which 18 not a subsidiary, could not have the subordinate ot 
subsidiary character 

Objection “Even when the Vasser ts the principal factor, at 18 found to 
“accomplish the washing Thats to say, in the first place, the capabılıty 
“ of accomplishing the washing belongs to the Vessel, and hence it would 
“ be through this, that the Singleness would aid in the washing, and even 
“ though the Vessel ın the principal factor, yet 16 would become the 
“ Property of a Subsidiary Substance, by becoming quahfied by a property 
“ (Singleness) that is subordinate to the Action It ıs not necessary that 
“an Accessory should always rest upon an Accessory, all that is neces 
“say is that ıt should rest upon something that he/ps the Action, and 
“thereby helps ın its fulfilment, as we shall prove later on to be the 
“universal rule And as to whether a certain thing is an Accessory 
‘or not, this would be ascertained by Direct Assertion, Indirect Implica 
tion, etc” 

In reply to this, the S:ddhdniz declares that even though ıt be possible 
for the thing in question (‘Singleness’) to be subordinate to (for the sake 
of) more than one thing (1e to the washing, as also to the Vessel), yet, m- 
asmuch as the Injunctive word is not capable of enjoining any such thing, 
that would be either very remote (from the Injunction), or not a sub» 
sıdıary , and as such it could not but be rejected 

Obpecbon “'The above arguments are not enough to prove that 
‘ “ Sıngleness” is not mtended to be significant Because ıt would be 
‘“tiuly non significant, if it were a qualification of the Substance But it 
“has not been shown that it cannot be related to the washng, either mn 
“ the subordinate or in the principal position 

“It has been argued above that imasmuch as the Srngleness is 
“ neo) poreal, it could not be purified But that would be the case with the 
“ denotation of the basic noun ‘graha’ also, which is the class ‘grahatva,’ 
“and which, as a class, 18 mcorporeal, and as such incapable of being 
“purified If ıt be held that there could be a purification of the Class, 
“through the constituent Individual, then, that could be said of the 
€ Number (‘one’) also If the purification done to the Individual be held 
“to have been done to the Class, then the same would be the case with 
“t Singleness’ also, as “Singleness” serves to indicate the Individual 
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“just as well as the Class does. If, again, the Olass be held to be 
“ corporeal, and non-different from the Individual, and as such directly 
“capable of the purification, —then, also, the same may be said with 
“regard to ‘ Singleness ’ also. 

“Tt has been argued above that what is done to the Substance 
“ cannot be taken as done to the Number. But this argument applies, in 
“ your case also, to the Olass as woll. If you meet the argument by 
“ declaring the word to denote the Individual, then that would be a direct 
“ contradiction of the conclusion arrived at under the Akrryadhikarana 
“ (I—iii—3 et seq.). Nor is it possible for us to have any idea of the rela- 
“ tionship of all the individual vessels used at the innumerable performances 
of the Jyotishtoma, extending over the past, the present and the fature; and 
“further (if the application of the word rested upon a cognition of all the 
“ Individuals), then the word could not be applied for the first time to 
“the Vessels seen to-day. Consequently it is necessary to admit of a 
“ certain generic character (inhering in all the Individuals). Nosnch gen- 
“ eric character is possible except the (Class ‘grahatva’; and being the gen- 
“ erie character, it is the Class that comes, before all, to be denoted by the 
“word. Nor can the word ‘graha’ be taken as denoting a certain shape ; 
“ because each individual Vessel differs from the other, on. account of 
“ there being a diversity in the arrangement of the constituent parts of 
“each of them (and as such, the shapes of all uot being identical, they 
“ could not all be spoken of as ‘graha’). Nor is there any other generic 
“character, save the Class ‘grahatea,’ which inheres in all vessels, and 
“excludes all other things. Consequently it is the Class that must be 
“ taken as denoted by the word. 

“It has been argued above that if the washing were done to the 
“ Vessel, it wonld be cognized as belonging to it; and as such it could 
“never be known as pertaining to. “ Sinyleness’; and consequently there 
“ would not be mneh nse in the repetition (of the Injunction). 

“To this argument, we offer the following reply : Even when con- 
“ nected with Sing'eness, if the Action were of the same extent (as when 
“not connected with it), then atone eld it be. rejected as useless; as a 
“ matter of fact, however, we find that the connection of Singleness makes 
“a great difference in the Action :—sneh difference lying in the fact that 
“ the Action (of washing) is done to one Vessel onl y; otherwise (if it were 
“not connected with Söagleness) every one of the Vessels would have had 
“ to be washed. Thus then, there being a mutual restriction between the 
“Substance (Vessel) and the Property (Singleness), there is a distinct 
“useful purpose served by the conneetion of Senyleness,—just as by the 
“word ‘arund’ (in the previous Adhtkarana); and as such it is quite 
“ possible for this Singlenen to be an objeat of peiiention. Then as for 
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“the fact of its bemg an Accessory, ıt has been spoken of by the author 
“ of the Bhashya himself, to be lıke the Property of the Pranzta 

“Nor 1s there much reason for holding that it is only when the 
“ Accessory 1ests upon an Accessory that it helps the Action because, as 
“ g matter of fact, the Accessories help to accomplish the Action, even if 
“they are me pable of being directly related with it, when they rest in 
“ something that 1s related to the Action, and are not connected with any- 
“thing that has no connection with that Action Inasmuch as the 
“ Accessories performed im that which is wholly un onne ted with the 
“ Action would not pertam to (o1 qualify) that Action , they always rest 
“ upon something that 1s connected with ıt ‘lhen, masmuch as it does 
“not make any difference whethe: they have the character of the Primary 
‘or the Subsidiary, no attention is paid to these characters Just as the 
“ means of accomplishing the Action stands in need of the mention of 
“ its number, so also does it stand in need of the knowledge of the number 
“ of the Primary action that would be helped by it, and it is on this fact 
“ alone that the :elationship of the two 18 based 

“then again, when the Action takes to itself that Property which 
‘helps its own Accessory, it would certainly take it up when it is found 
“to exist in that which is purified by that Action As a rule, it is the 
‘Primary factor that 1s helped even by the Property of the Action , and 
“the Property does not become subsidiary to the Action so well, when 
‘it rests in the Accessory, as it does when resting in the Primary It 1s 
“always in need of something that would help ıt in bringing about the 
“Primary action, and it 18 a great help to it to have the extent of the 
‘Piuimary action (of washing) limited (to one Vessel) only ‘Then as 
““ for the parificatory rites pertaming to the sacrificer, we shall show (in 
“Adh VI) that they also are subsidiary to the saciifice,—even when 
‘ existing apart from their nominative character, which actually forms part 
‘of the sacrifice, they fall mto lis character of the enjoyer of its results, 
“by muhing him capable of enjoying those :esults And as the same rule 
‘would apply to the case m question, there can be no incongruity in the 
‘fact of the character of the Accessory belonging to those resting in the 
‘Piuimary Action 

“ Such bemg the case, the fact of the Injunctive word being incapable 

(of enyoning the number), that has been urged by you, would apply 

‘equally to the number of those that are predzcated,—such, for instance, 
“as ın the word ‘pagun4’ (in the sentence ‘ pacunG Hudram yujzeta’) 
“ Because ın this case also, we find the sentence laying down the Bhavana 
‘quahfied by the substance (Payı), the Deity (Rudra) and the Sacrifice, 
“and then, if there were to be another injunction of the connection of the 
“gender and number, either with the Action or with the Substance, 
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“there would be a split of the sentence If the split be avoided by tak 
“mg the original Injunction to be a qualified one,—then, that could be 
“ done ın the case of washing also 

€ And the only difference in the two cases is that ın the case in ques 
“tion the “ Vessel’ 1s the uddeçya (that with reference to which something 
“ıs predicated), while the ‘ Papi’ is an upadéya (that which 18 predi- 
“ cated) 

“ But this alone does not prove anything, for if the mere fact of 
“there being a difference between the two were sufficient cause for 
“accepting the number in one as significant, and rejecting that ın the 
“other as non-significant, —then the mere fact of the number being in 
“ the one related to the ‘ Vessel’ and ın the other to the ‘ Paçız,” would be 
“ sufficient for establishing their non-significance and significance 

“ And further, ın the very sentence ın question, though ıt 18 the 
“washing that is enjoined (or predicated) with reference to the Vessel, 
“ yet due significan: e is attached to the washing Cloth and its singleness, 
“ without incurring a syntactical split, and it could be the same ın the 
“ case of the Singleness of the Vessel also If you were to declare thnt the 
“two cases are not quite similar, because the cloth, etc, are mentioned 
‘in a different word from the washing, while the Singleness 19 mentioned 
“ by the same word as the Vessel,—then, for you, there could be no citing 
“ of examples of Singularity, as there wonld always be some sort of a 
“ difference between any two cases, specially as there are no two cases 
“that are precisely amenable to the same laws and conditions Then 
“again, when one accepts, as significant, the property that 1s mentioned 
“ by another word,—then, how could he reject, as non-significant, that 
“ which is mentioned by the same word ? 

“ For these reasons, the Singleness of the Vessel must be regarded as 
‘ significant 

“As a matte: of fact too, we find that even that with reference to 
‘which something is predicated is touched by Injunctions For, if it 
‘were not so, then, in the case in question, the Injunction would have 
“ been duly carried out, even if the washang were performed apart from the 
“ Vessel 

“ It might be argued that the sentence could not be taken as enjom 
‘mg the Vessel, because ıt has already been laid down elsewhere But 
“that would not be correct, as the Vessel has never before been laid 
“down a connection with washing Then, it might be urged that ıt could 
“ not be enjomed, becanse of ıts having been already laid down in connec 
“tion with the Jyotishtoma But in that case, there could not be an 
“Inyanction of the Ammal, etc, because these are already found in the 
‘ordinary world Then, as for the anımal not having been laid down in 
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“connection with the sacrifice,—the same might be said of the Vessel 
“ also (which has not been laid down in connection with washing). Then, 
“it might be urged that inasmuch as the washing is not outside the 
“ pale of the /yozzsAfoma, the fact of the Vessel having been laid down in 
‘connection with this latter would make it incapable of being enjoined 
“by the sentence in question. But then, inasmuch as the Animal- 
“ sacrifice is not outside the limits of the world, the fact of the Animal 
“ being found in the world would make it incapable of being enjoined ! 

“ Then again, as for the argument that the Vessel cannot be enjoined, 
“ because it is that with reference to which something else (the washing) 
“is laid dovn,—it is wholly unsound; beawuse Reference ( Anuvada) and 
“ Injunction ( Vidhi) are respectively totally different from that with reference 
“ to which something is predicated (Uddeçya) and that which is predicated 
“ (upiideya). Because we find that that which is the Uddeçya (that with 
“ reference to which something is laid down)—e.g. space, time, &c.— is 
“ often found to be enjoined; while that which is the Updadéya (that 
“which is predicated ) —e.g. the killing—is not enjoined (in the sentence 
“t pacuna, drc), because it has been laid down elsewhere. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence in question implies the 
“ Injunction of the qualified washing, the Singleness is as much touched by 
“the Injunction as the Vessel itself; and as for the fact of the former 
“being the subordinate and the latter the predominant factor, —that is 
“ due to the fact of the latter serving a useful purpose, which is not done 
€ by the former. 

“ Then again, it is scarcely proper that there should be simultaneous 
“Injunction and Non-injunction by the same word; nor would it be 
“correct to take the basic noun ‘graha’ and the Accusative Affix as two 
“ distinct words. 

“ That is to say, when the single word (‘graham’) is pronounced, it 
“ would be highly improper to take it as enjoining the ‘Vessel’ (denoted 
“ by the basic noun), and not the ‘ Singleness’ (expressed by the Affix). 
“Nor can the affix be taken as a distinct word ; because it is never used 
independently by itself, and it always appears at the end of words, and 
“not indiscriminately, sometimes before and sometimes after them (as is 
“ the case with words; for instance, we have ‘ghatam naya’ as well as 
“ ‘Aniya ghatam’ when both “ ünaya” and ‘yhatam’ are two distinct words’. 
= Nor can it be urged that the Affix is a word. becanse it expresses, or 
“ brings about the cognition of, n curtain meaning, Because in that case 
€ the smoke would also be a word, inasmuch as it denotes the existence 
‘of fire. And then, inasmuch as a single verbal affix is found to denote 
“more than one meaning, we would have to take the same affix as a 
“ distinct word, with each meaning denoted. And again, the word ‘word » 
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“as one that is ın common use in the world, and as such it cannot be 
‘precluded from that sense in which it is used, and which is pomted out 
“ by the grammaticiliules relating to it The latter distinctly liy down 
“that ‘a word 13 that which ends ın declensional or conjugational affixes’ 
“ ind the word is commonly used ın the same sense, consequently it is the 
“ base and the ending taken together, and not each by itself, that is a 
“ ward 

“ Even if we admit the fact of the Affix being a word, then too, when 
“you admit the objective character—which is denoted by the Affix—to be 
significant you cannot reasonably reject the significance of the number, 
“ which also is denoted by thessame affix 

“ And farther, m all cases of non significance, the word is taken to 
“be as good as not uttered (ı e, not present in the sentence), and conse- 
‘quently until the uttered (present) word has been assumed to be not- 
“ uttered (absent),—who can set aside its denotation from the meaning 
“ of the sentence ın which it occurs? Then again, if you would 1eject the 
“ signification of the number, you would have to set asıde the Accusative 
“ Affix (denoting it), and when this afhx would be set aside, the objective 
“character would also disappear with it (as there would be nothing to 
“denote it), and hence the ‘Vessel’ would cease to be cognised as some- 
thing to be purified (by the ‘ washing’) Nor could it be held to be the 
‘ object of purification, on the ground of its serving a useful purpose in 
“connection with the action, because in the absence of the Affix, there 
“would be nothing that would connect it with the Action That 1s to 
“say, the mere basic noun “q? ağa” without the Affix, could not be taken 
“as bearmg any relationship to the verb ‘Samméisht.’ Consequently 
‘ıt is absolutely necessary to accept the objective character to be duly 
‘ significant, and thus due significance bemg attached to the Affix (for 
“the sake of this objective character), inasmuch as there would be 
“ nothing to justify the rejection of another part of it (which pertams to 
“the singular numbcr), this number too could not but be regaided as 
“significant, and as such there could not be a washing of all the 
* vessels 

“ Because if there were a washing of all the vessels, on account of the 
‘‘ sungleness not being significant, — then, in that case, there would be no 
“ washing of any Vessel, because of the non significance of the obzectzre 
“character of the Vessel Because m the same word (‘graham’) as con 
“sisting of a basic noun and an affix ıt is not right to take one part (the 
“ base) as uttered and the other (the Affix) as not uttered, because these 
‘two are as contradictory is Presence and Absence, and as such could not 
‘belong to the same word ‘Then again, from amoug + number of things, 
‘ denoted by their respec tive denotatiye words, we cannot, at one and the 
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“sume time, accept some and 1eject the rest, because that would be as 
“impossible as cooking only one half of the bird (and leaving the other 
half uncooked)!” 

To the above arguments, we make the followmg reply — 

The puificatory rite (washing) is distinctly recognised as pertamimg 
to every one of the Piimary factors (vessels), which latter are not accepted 
to be significant, in their subordinate character, as tliat would be incom 
patible with the sense ot the Accusative (which always signifies the 
Predominant factor} 

If the washing were laid down both foi the Vessel, and also for the 
Sungleness, then, inasmuch as there would be no 1elationship between these 
latte. —because they would both be wddégyas (that with reference to which 
the washing 1s laid down) (and as such both being predominant factors, 
they could not pertain to the same BiAdoand, see Shira 111——12)— 
the Inyunction would be taken as separately complete with each of 
these two, and that would entail a syntactical split On the othe 
hand, when we have many things predicated (with reference to a single 
thing), the Action ın question is cognised as one only, having its end mn 
a single Bhavana qaalified by all the vatious qualifications, and hence the 
syntactical connection 1emainy wholly mtact It ıs only in this latter 
case, that all the qualifications bemg under the sway of a single pimeipal 
Bhavana, they come to restrict one another (as shown ın the previous 
Adhikaruana) Whereas when these appear as distinct uddegyas (1e , when 
something 1s held to be laid down with reference to them), then they are 
not taken up by the Bhavana, and hence, each bemg capable of taking to it 
the Action in question, it is this Action that comes under the sway of 
these, and hence bemg taken up by each of them, it comes to be taken as 
to be performed ın connection with each of those qualifications , and ın 
that case the Vessel would come to be purified (by washing) undependently 
of the singleness, and the sing’eness would have to be purified indepen 
dently of the Vessel 

Thus then, if ıt were the Singleness nhe1ing in the Vessel that velo 
purified, then, ın that case, it would be dependent upon this latter, and 
that would do away with the predominant characte: of both, as previously 
recognised, on the sole ground of their being independent of one mother 
If, on the othe: hand, the Singleness purified were one inheiing m another 
substance then 1¢ would not be known what that substance is Becansı 
in the Context we do not find any other Single subst ince mentioned, in the 
way that the Vessel ıs mentioned, and even that which is one may be 
many, m 1eference to something else, and there is no cause for its being 
specifically defined, and as such 1t could not be recognised as one, indepen 
dently ot eyervthing else 
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Objection “That would be recognised as one which is spoken of, ın 
“ the originative Injunction, by a word ın the singular number ” 

Reply That could not be, as there bemg many such things, it 
would be impossible to ascertain which one it 18 

Question “€ Why could not all of these be taken as such?” 

Answer Not so, because that would involve the acceptance of that 
which 18 not enjoined (according to you) and the rejection of that which 
38 enjomed For instance, if one were to stop with the purification of any 
one of these, then the purification of the others would have been omitted 
without any reason 

That is to say, ın the case of Singleness beng the subordinate factor, 
when the Action (of washing) would be performed by means of the vessel 
connected with singleness, then the action would not stand in need of any- 
thing else, and hence the Injunction would be duly fulfilled by taking up 
any one of the vessels If again, the Szngleness also were a predominant 
factor (as held by you), then, even if a single object with singleness were 
left unwashed, that would mean the infringement of the Injunction, m that 
particular iespect If, on the other hand, this latter were also washed, then 
the aggregation of many Szngles would bring about a different number 
and that would mean the abandoning of the directly mentioned ‘ sengleness’ , 
and hence the washing of many would involve a rejection of the enjowned, 
and the acceptance of that which is not enjomed, and lastly, ıt would be 
necessary to construe the verb ‘Sammarsit.’ many times over, as per- 
taining to every one of the single things 

Tf, on the other hand, the Punficatory Rinsing were laid down with 
reference to the Class, or with reference to such other prope:ties as White- 
ness, etc , then, even if the action were performed with any other individual, 
that would not mvolve any other Class or Property For mstance, if the 
washing be performed to the one or the other Vessel, that does not bring 
in any other Class (save the “ Vessel’),—as ıt does ın the case of numbe) 
(where a distinct number 1s brought up), and hence m such cases, there 
would be nothing mcongi uous in the repetition of the same action (with 
reference to each of the mdividuals of the same Class) 

Olyectton “Even when all are purified, at the time of the purifica 
“tion of each, it is only one that 1s purified, and as such there would be 
“no incompatibility (with the mentioned ‘ Singleness, even in accordance 
“with our theory) ” 

Reply In that sense, the Singleness of the Vessel might be quite 
significant, and even when all the Vessels are purified (as held by us), 
the Vessel would be only one at the time of the actual purification Fou 
nobody ever washes all the Vessels at one and the same time Conse 
quently as, even if the Singleness were non significant (and as such the 
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washing were done to all the Vessels), the Vessels would be washed one by 
one, there ıs not much use in attaching a special sigmificance to the 
‘ Singleness ’ 

Objection ‘The use of its significance would he in the preclusion 
€ (or piohibition) of the simultaneous washing of all the Vessels ” 

Reply It ıs not so, because, inasmuch as they would be taken up 
one by one, they could not but be washed one by one, and as such there 
would be no possibility of szmultaneous washing (that could be precluded) 

This reply we have given, by taking for granted what the oppo 
nent sais As a matter of fact, there is no idea of the Szngleness 
independently by itself (without the substratum in which it inheres), 
and hence the sentence 1n question giving no idea of any relationship of 
the fact, or of mere Singleness, the Injunction is distinctly recognized as 
pertaining to the Vessel only, and hence even though the Sungleness 
might be intended to be significant with reference to other substances,— 
yet with reference to the Vessel, ıt cannot but be regarded as non sigm 
ficant And hence it 1s established that all the Vessels are to be washed 

Thus then, we must bear ın mind the general rule, applicable m all 
analogous cases,—that a Puizficatory Rite is never enjoined with reference 
to the Number 

Further, if the Szngleness be held to be enjoined as a subordinate 
factor,—then that would be in direct contradiction to the rule, arrived at 
under the Saktvadhik@rana (II-1-12), that the Accusative never denotes 
the subordinate factor And if the Accusative were taken as not signify- 
ing the objective, and as indicating mere ageney,—then im the first place, 
that would mean the abandoning of its original: signification, and 
secondly, the Vessel too would have to be taken as the subordinate factor 
(because that also 1s mentioned by the word with the Accusative 
ending) 

If then the Vessel be taken as the prumary, and the Singleness as the 
subordinate facto: —then, that would involve a syntactical spirt, mas 
much as the single word ‘graham,’ uttered but once, would have to be 
taken as serving the diverse functions of directly denoting the primary 
factor, and at the same time indirectly ondzcating the subordinate factor 

Objection “For the sake of the uniformity of the Accusative, the 
“ Vessel also, like the Sangleness, might be taken as the subordinate factor , 
“but the fact of ıts serving a useful purpose will impart to the Vessel the 
“predominant character, and this implied predomimance would not 
“disturb the uniformity of the word (1e the expressive Accusative 
“€ Affix)” 

Tothis we make the follovmg reply When the subordinate character 
does not really exist in the Vessel, how could it be intended to be directly 
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signified > And why should the predominince actually inhering in it be 
held to be implied indirectly ° 

That is to say, as a rule, in all cs:s of the functioning of words, 1 
remoter functioning is admitted only when the moze proximate is found 
to be incompatible, and not merely by ou: wish Hence, in the cise in 
question, if we once, on the strength of the duett mention of the Accus- 
tive, admit the predominance ot the Vessel, then that would be its only 
character If we should, somehow or other, find this character to be 
incompatible, and consequently have 1ecouise to Indirect Indication (of 
the subordinate character), then, there being a contradiction between 
actual possibility on the one hand, and this latte. assumption on the 
other,—even though it serves a distinctly useful pu1pose,—yet the text 
would point it out as the subordinate factor , and thus the simultaneous 
ieceptance of the possibility and impossibility of its predominant and 
subordinate characte: would throw into complete disorder the expressive 
ness of the word with regaid to the predommance, and that would be 
putting 1 heavy buiden upon the word For instance, first of all, the 
predominance of the Vessel 1s cognized through the direct expressiveness 
of the Accusative ,—then that 1s abandoned ,—and in the middle, we take 
it to be the subordinate factor ,—and then, finding this latte: to be mcom 
patible, we again, in the end, conclude it to be the predominant factor ,— 
and certainly all this means a lot of disorder and niegulamty For even 
though the predominance would appear subsequently, yet it would have to 
be based upon the word itself, as the mere segnafication of a word iş not 
a means of 11ght knowledge by itself, all that ıt does 1s to afford a ground 
for assuming a potcncy m the word And thus youl theory would entul 
a syntactical split, caused by the aforesaid assumptions (of the diverse 
significations of the Accusative) 

Further, when a word has got hold of sometlimg that 1 enjoined, o1 
definitely known by some othe: means, and which is sure to come about,— 
then, that word does not appertain to anything else That ıs to say, even 
though the predomenance of the Vessel is established by the fact of ifs 
serving a useful purpose,—yet, when the Accusative comes to express (01 
biing about) that predominance, even if it gets at a mere reference to it, 
rt does not indicate anything else For instance, in the sentence ‘dadh- 
néndriyakdmasya juhuyit, what the verbal root ın ‘ juhuyat’ refers to 1s 
only the Homa,—even though this 1s already pomted out by the Context,— 
and ıt does not, for the sake of having something to enjoin, indicate any 
other root meaning, such as Gowg and the hke Thus then, what the 
word ‘graham’ would do would be to refer to the predominance of the 
Vess İl, and to enjoin the subordinate character of Singleness, and this 
would lead to another Syntactical Split And the predominance of the 
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Vessel having been positively pointed out by the Direct Denotation of the 
word, who would be such a fool as to assume it to be implied indirectly ? 

In certain cases, Singleness also serves the useful parpose of qualify- 
ing a substance; and "hence on account of Singleness the Accusative 
cannot be said to renounce ils sense of predominunce. Jonsequently on 
account of the peculiar potency of the expressive Accusative, both (Sing/e- 
ness and Vessel) must be regarded as predominant. 

The Bhashya also must be explained as pointing to the above- 
mentioned syntactical splits (consequent upon the theory of the Purvi- 
piksha). 

Objection: € What you have said might apply to the case of the 
* sentence ‘graham sammörshit” , but in the case of the sentence ‘ agué&h 
o tradni,’ inasmuch as there is no Accusative in the word ‘ agné,’ there 
«would be no chance of any of the syntactical splits referred to above, 
‘and as such its singlencis would have to be admitted to be significant.” 

Reply: Your argument does nob alfest our position; though the 
Genitive ending in the word shows the ‘Agni’ to be the qualifying, and. 
henee the subordinate, factor, yet Hü as there is no other relation- 
ship possible (between the ‘Agui’ and “ Trga "), the two are copnized as 
related to one another by the relationship of the whole and the pare. 
Then too, because the Agni (lire) SOLVON A useful purpose, while the 
vemovul of yrass (trae) does not, —-therefore Agui is cognized as the muster 
of the grass; just as in the expression ‘ r4jfak purushad” (the king's man), 
ihe Raja is known as the master of the purusha (Man), And if the case- 
ending in ‘agnék’ be taken to be the Ablative, then too, inasmuch as 
there would be no useful purpose served hy the Removal of the grass from 
the Fire, the Ablative wonld not be regarded as intended to signify the 
subordinate character; and hence it would come to bo taken, through the 
exigencies of circumstances, as indirectly indicating the Brecomesniticy 
of the offered material; just as is the case with the sentence " madiyüt 
purvürdhaccüvarlyati” , aud thus Agni would come to be recognized as the 
predominant, and the Singleness as the subordinate factor; and so forth, 
exactly as in the case of the other sentence (‘ graham, &c.’). 

Then as for the word ‘érnani’ (in the same sentence), there is no 
significance attaching to the Plural number. 

So also iu the case of such sentences as ‘ bhinn® gubuti’ (pours the 
libation when there is a breakage), if the Locative ending (in ‘bhtnné’) 
be taken as denoting the fact of both the Breakage and the Singleness 
being the cause of their alternation and collation, &c., then, inasmuch as 
the syntactical connection would be complete with each of them, there 
would be no connection between the two. If, however, Singlenes: were 
taken as the predicated, and the Breukage as the non-predicated (i.e. that 


1024 TANTRA VARTIKA ADH T11—PADA I—apHT (7) 


with reference to which the former 15 predicated ),—then, in that case, 
though there would be no contradictory predominance and subservience 
subsisting m the same substrate, yet there would be, as before, tho 
anomaly of the same word ‘bienné’ denoting both predominance (of the 
“ Bieakage”) and subservience (of the Singleness) , and then, if they be 
all taken as syntactically connected, there would be diverse ‘ Breakages,’ 
and no significance could attach to Singleness 

As a rule, it is only when there 1s an actual want of a certain thing, 
in a sentence, that ıt is tegarded as significant, and as a matter of fact, 
the want that 1s felt 14 that of something that 15 predicated, and of that 
with reference to which it 19 predicated And in the case of this latter, 
inasmuch as all that it stands in need of 1s a certain relationship with 
that which ıs denoted by the basic noun, there is no want felt, of its 
number, as the number is known by othe: means Consequently in the 
case ın question, we conclude that the wusheng is to be done to such 
number of Vessels as have been pointed out by other means (the Tnyune 
tions relating to the various vessels, f1 ) 

As for the various characteristics (or qualifications) of a thing, inas 
much ns the only purpose that they serve is the bringing about of an 
idea of the thing, they cvnnot be taken 1s mtegial puts of the perform 
ance of the action in question For instance, vn the case of the sentence 
“ Bring in the man who is with tho white dress,’ the cloth, &c , do not form 
mtegral parts of the Bringing, because that alone can he taken as 
the predecated, without which the performance of the action would be 
impossible, and hence ın the case in question, it is the Vessel alone that 
can be accepted as the predicated 

Here an objection is raised in the Bhashya viz “It as only when 
MANY are intended that we have the plural numba: , and the sense of this 18 
that even if a thing were not zntended, 1t could not be spoken of (by words) 
if it did not actually exist (aud that if the Singleness did not exist, it 
should not have been spoken of by the word) ” 

The sense of the 1eply given m the Bhäshya is that, masmuch as the 
Veda 1s eternal, all that we can do, ın its case, is to find ont what ıt means 
as it stands, and we cannot rightly reproach it, like an ordinary speaker, 
fo. having used certain words Therefore the sıngalaı Accusative Affix 
ın ‘giaham’ must be taken as merely helping to make the use of the basic 
noun (‘graha’) possible fo. denoting the particnlar object (as the basic 
noun could not be ased without a certain affix), or it may be taken as 
actually expressing only the particular agency (of the objective), and 
denoting the number (Singleness) as its necessary accompaniment Jast 
as though the fire is hghted fo. the pm pose of giving light, yet it buins 
np the fuel also, so ın the case ın question, the singular Accusative only 
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serves to denote objectivity, ın accordance with the law that ‘the denota- 
tion of a word must be restricted to that which 1s the first to be expressed 
by it” 

In the case of the sentence ‘yasya puiodigau skannau dec ,’ all that 
the dual number does is to point out the applıcabılıty of the enjomed 
expiatory rite,—just like the duality of the offering material Otherwise, 
the ‘ purodaga’ meant might be taken as only that which ıs dedicated to 
Agni (and ın that case the expiatory rite would apply to the destruction 
of that one Cake only), m accordance with the law that ‘the denotation of 
a word is to be restricted to that which is the most predommant’ (as the 
“Agneya” cake is the most predomnant of all the cakes concerned) 

And further, at 2s the Vessel that ıs signified by the basic noun That ıs 
to say, when, as a matter of fact, however much we may look for it, the 
Singleness is not found to have any direct relationship with the action in 
question, ıt cannot, ın any case, be regarded as significant , and hence it 
1s far more reasonable to take ıb as qualifying the Vessel And conse- 
quently, even without the Singleness, there can be no deficiency in the 
Washing Or lastly, the Singleness may be taken as pertaining to the 
Class ‘Vessel’, and as such subsisting m every one of the Vessels washed 


Satra (15) That which is enjoined (or predicated) is sub- 
ordinate to something else, and as such ıt should be taken 
exactly as mentioned in the text 


In the case of the sentence ‘pagumélubhet,’ inasmuch as the Ammal 
does not serve a useful purpose, and the Accusative ending ın ‘pagum’ 18 
not İound to be significant of the objectsve,—just as m the sentence 
‘sal tün guhotr’,—it is taken as indirectly indicating ‘agency ” m general, 
and then there arising a question as to the particular agency meant, the 
anımal comes to be recognized as Instrumental (an the sacrifice),—in 
accordance with the law that ‘ that which 1s an accomplished entity helps 
that which has to be accomplished,” as also the law relating to the rela- 
tionship of Substances and Actions,—and hence subordinate to it, and 
then inasmuch as the Class, the Substance, the Number and the Gender are 
always predicated with reference to the Bhavand,—and as the sentence ın 
question enjoms that Bhavana alone as qualified (by those),—and as the 
apparent Inconsistency of all this would give mse to an Injunction of 
these quilifications,—there would be nothing mcongrnous m the syntac- 
tical connect on of the various factors of the sentence 
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ADHIKARANA (8) 
[The Washing rs not done to the Ladle, &c ) 


Sūtra (16) “Because the Washing 1s a purificatory action, it 
could not be restricted im its applicability to the several 
accessories ” 


There are two ways m which the Pürvapaksha 1s put for vard 
(1) “In the case of the sentence “ graham sammarshtz, jast like ‘ Sangle- 
€ ness,’ the class ‘ Vessel” also 1s not intended to be significant (of the 
‘ vessel only), but as sımply pointing out the nature of the object to be 
“ washed, and hence the Washing should be done to the Ladies also ” 

And (2) “imasmuch as there is nothing to justify the taking of the 
“wod as explained, and as the sentence distinctly lays down the 
“ connection (of the Vessel),—the Injunction should be separated from the 
“ Vessel, bemg taken as laying down the Washing alone by itself (and as 
“ such applicable to the Ladle as well as to the Vessel) ” 

This Parvapaksha 18 amenable to the same objections that have 
been uiged agamst the Adhrkarana dealing with the Avaghata, and these. 
objections aie also amenable to replies similar to those given m that 
connection 

Objectzon “In that case, the present Adhikarana will have been 
“ meluded in that Adhekarana, and there should be no necessity of 
‘taking ıt upon the present occasion ” 

Reply Certamly ıt should not have been taken up, if the foregoing 
Adinkarana had not given rise to the idea of the deficiencies of one’s 
intention with regard to the significance of words As it 1s, however, 
being frightened away by the foregomg Adhikarana, from attaching any 
significance to ‘ Sungleness,’ the Purvapaksht takes everything to be non- 
significant 

And there is yet anothe: pomt of difference between the present 
Adhokarana, and that dealmg with the Avaghüta viz—in the case of the 
latter, there bemg a difference among the various Apurvds of the Agnéya, 
and the rest, due to the difference among the objects themselves, ıt s only 
right that there shonld be a restiiction in the applicability of the 
Avaghata, de , whereas in the case in question, the action being one only, 
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—that of the Jyotshtoma,—it will be a single Apürca that would be 
helped by the Vessel as well as the Ladle, and as such there 1s every 
possibility of the details of these two becoming mixed up 

The expression ‘because it 18 a purificatory action’ is meant to show 
that as the action of Washing is performed for the sake of bringing about 
an Apürva, it has to be repeated with every one of the principal things 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (17) There would be a restriction, because the particular 
object ıs directly mentioned, specially as such things are 
based upon the sole authority of the scriptures 


The 1eply that ıs first given to the above Pöroapaksha is just as 
rough as the Pürvapalsha itself It is this If the Washing be not 
related to the Vessel, then, there could be no injunction of the Washing, 
consequently ıt would be absolutely necessary to have another member ot 
the Relationship , as there could be no injunction of the Washing alone, 
by itself 

Or the Washing might be restricted to the Vessel, because of the 
particular Apüz?za that is indicated by the latter 

Objecizon “ But both (the Vessel and the Ladle) are related to the 
“same Apuiva, that is to say, there is a single Apürva in the case m 
“question ” 

Reply Even though the Action ıs one only, there ıs no difference in 
its Apirva,—yet, because the action of Washing could not be done to the 
Vessel and the Ladle, at one and the same time, therefore, ın reality, the 
two do not appei together: either in a single Action or in a single 
Apiiiva, and hence we must admit the existence of distinct intermediate 
Apiiivas ın connection with each repetition of the action of Washing 
And as the form of the saciifice would be completed, even without 
the repetition of Washing, such Repetition could only lead to transcenden- 
tal results 

Thus then, there being no 1eason for passing ove: that mter mediate 
pūra which is pointed out by the word ‘yi alay” and as such is the most 
proximate (to the mention of Washing),—the Washing would come to be 
restricted to the graha (Vessel) only,—just lke the AsagAöta & ,—in 
accordance with the 1ule laid down under the Sätra 111——10 

And further, the significance of the ‘ Vessel’ does not give rise to any 
syntactical split &c, as has been shown to exist in the case of the signi- 
ficance of Singleness , and hence in the case in question, we should not be 
led away bv the foregoing Adhikarana 


ADHIKARANA (9) 
[The measure of seventeen cubits appertains to the sacroficcal post 


Sütra (18) Being of no use in the Primary, it would appertain 
to its Subsidiaries 


In the sentence ‘Saptadagiatnu vajapéyasya yüpak, ıt is doubtful 
what 1s to be ‘seventeen cubits’ ın length, because (1) if the word 
‘saptadagaratnih’ be taken with ‘vajapéyasya’, —the Injunction being 
constiued as “saptadaçün atmır vü) apeyasya”,—amd the word “yöpa” be 
taken, somehow o other, as a mere anuvdda (merely desciiptive),—then 
the measure would apply to the shodaç? vessels of the Vajapéya sacitfice , 
(2) 1f the Injunction be construed as ‘yd vö? apöyasya sambandhi sa 
saptadagaratneh,’ then also, the measure would apply to the sume vessels, 
and lastly, (3) if it be construed as ‘yd yiipak sa saptadagaratnh, aud 
the word ‘va&japéya’ be taken as a qualifying adjunct, or as a mere 
reference to the particula: sacrifice mentioned in the context,—then the 
measure would apply to the yüpa (saciificivl post) used at the ‘ Pagu 
sacrifice ’ which is one of the subsidiaries of the Vayapéya 

On this pomt we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“he measure is 1elated directly to the Vajapéya, and not to the 
“ Paçu sacrifice, (1) because the word “göyapöyasya” is immediately proxi- 
“mate to the word ‘saptadagaatnik,’ (2) because the Vayapéya 1s the 
“principal sacrifice, (3) because the context ıs that of the Vayapeya, and 
“ (4) because of the duect denotation (of the genitive in “gü? apéyasya,’ 
“which distinctly pomts to the Vajapéya as related to the ‘seventeen 
“ cubits ’) 

“Then, masmuch as the measure of ‘seventeen cubits’ could not 
‘apply directly to the performance of the sacrifice, ib is taken as applying 
“to the substance forming a pait of it And of such substance too, we 
“should take that which 1s directly connected with the sacrifice Though 
“the Pa¢u sacrifice also 1s mentioned m the Context of the Vayapeya, and 
“ as such the Context would not be infringed by taking the measure with 
“the Paçu sacrifice, because by bemg connected {with the latter, the 
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“ measure would be connected, indnectly, with the Vajapéya also,— 
“ yet, inasmuch as there ıs a difference in the procedure of the Primary and 
“that of its subsidiaries, the process of the Pagu would not be taken in 
“by that of the Vayapéya, and as such there would certainly be an 
““infrmgement of the Va@japéya context (by taking the measure with the 
“ Paçı) Then, the gemitive affix in ‘vdjapéyasya’ also directly denotes 
“the direct connection of the Vajapéya with the measure mentioned, 
“€ while for you the connection of the measure with the Pagu would be 
“denoted by Syntactzcas Connection, based upon the co extensiveness of 
“the “yüpa” with that sacrifice (and certainly the direct denotation of the 
“genitive ıs more authoritative than the indication of Syntactical 
“ Connection) Nor ıs there any mcompatibility in the word ‘ Vaja- 
“ peyasya” (being taken along with the measure), which would justify 
“ your taking that word as indirectly indicating (the Pags sacrifice) , 
“ specially as, ın accordance with the law that ‘undue assumptions can be 
“ made only with regard to subordinate elements,’ it would be far more 
‘‘,easonable to take the word “yüpa” as induectly indicating a high vessel , 
““ and consequently the measure should be taken as applying to the high 
“€ vessel employed at the Vü? apeya sacrifice ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply There are only two cases 
an which a recourse to indirect Indication could be justifiable viz (1) 
When there 18 no other way ın which the word could be taken, or (2) when 
there 1s a certain degiee of co existence In the case in question how 
ever, we do not find the word “yüpaA” in any way connected with the 
High Vessel 

One who wishes to take his stand upon the Context alone, and 1s 
anxious to admit of a relationship between words in closest proximity to 
one another,— for him the word “yöpağ ” would be wholly meaningless It 
could not be taken as indicating the High Vessel, because there can be 
no Indwation when there is no co-extensiveness between the Indicator and 
the Indicated, and when the word ıs capable of being otherwise taken (1m 
its direct sense) 

In the case of our theory, no word has to be taken mn its indirect 
sense , because, as for the genitive ending in ‘vdyapéyasya,’ inasmuch as 
all that ıt denotes 1s mere ‘relationship, there would be nothing mncongru 
ous in its pertuning to the relationship of the Yüpa also, for even though 
this latter ıs not a direct accessory to the Vayapéya, yet, masmuch as all 
that the genitive requires 1s that there should be some sort of help 
accorded, and ıt does not denote the only relationship of the whole and the 
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part (accessory),—it helps in the Vajapéya by helping in the perform 
ance of its subsidiary, the Pagu sacrifice 

It has been argued that, on account of the extreme proximity (of the 
word ‘ saptadaçün atm” to the word ‘vajapéyasya’) the genitive ending 
duectly apples the measure to the Va@japéya But this would be 
the case equally with the yüpa also (because the word “ yöpağ” is next to 
the word ‘ vajapéyasya’, and so this latter word could be as reasonably 
taken with the word preceding it as with that which follows it) 

Thus then, the sentence being taken as au Injunction of the measnie 
of ‘seventeen cubits,’ the Vajapéya would be taken as merely referred 
to (or recalled) by the word “ vajapéeyusya’, and we would take that 
* yitpa’ to be related to the measure, which we would find to be connected 
with the Vajapéy@ sacrifice, and the only such yipa is that which is 
employed at the Pacu sacrifice 

In fact, there would be a doubt as to which y#pa should be taken, ıt 
there were a ypa at the Vajapéya itself, but as there is none at this 
sacrifice, we have taken it to be one that 1s used at the Pugu 

Then again, the measure cannot be taken as related to the Vajapéyain 
any of the followmg three ways (1) either directly, (2) or mduectly, 
through something dnectly connected with it, (3) or through the yöpe of 
the Vöşapeya 

Fo. instance, (1) we have already shown that it could not be directly 
related to the Vajapéya itself (2) Then as for anything connected with 
it, there ıs no such thing mentioned , as any such thing 1s not denoted by 
the word ‘zaapéyasya’, as fo: the denotation of the word “göpa2,” 
ib is very far from the V@japéya, and there is no yöpa duectly connected 
with that sacrifice Therefore all that the word ‘raupeyusya’ could do 
would be to recall the fact of this saciifice bemg a qualification, which 
18 pointed out by the Context being one of that sacrifice 

It will be fully explained under Si?ras III —-vu—8, 4, how, thiough 
the peculaiities of the Context, the details are enjoined im connection 
with that which helps ın the sacrifice that forms the subject matte: of 
that Context, and not dnectly ın connection with those alone that are 
direct subsidiaiies to that saciifice And as such oni theory ıs not 
coniary to any authoritative means of knowledge 


ADHIKARANA (10) 
[The Abhik amana 1s subsidiary to the Pi aydyas alone ) 


Sutra (19) “Inthe case of the performer’s qualifications, mas- 
“much as an action cannot imhere in another action, the 
“sentence must be broken up” 


Purificatory Actions, Substances and Accessories have been duly 
discussed, and we now proceed to consider those cases in which an Action, 
being mentioned as ielated to another action, comes to be taken as a 
purificatory action 

Foi mstance, in the case of the sentence ‘abhiki @man juhoti,’ we find 
ın the word ‘abhikraman’ the repetitive affix ‘namuil’, and hence, there 
a1ising the question as to what is done by one ‘ walking round and round’ 
we meet with another word ‘juhot, which points to the Praya@ja, in 
whose context we find the sentence ın question And then there 1s a 
doubt as to whether the ‘walkmg round’ 1s connected with that Prayfya 
alone, or to every one of the Homas that are mentioned ın connection with 
the Da? ca-Piinamitsa 

The raising of this question, when the connection is distinctly men- 
tioned by the sentence ın question, 1s open to the same objections that 
were raised against the raising of the question of the Arunädhikarana , 
and in the present case also the objections are to be set aside ın the same 
manner as ın that connection 

In the present case also, the Action 1s corporeal, and its relationship 
is mentioned (just as in the Arunddhzkarana), and yet the present 
discussion 1s started, because the points ın which the two discussions 
differ are as follows (a) m the previous Adhvkarana, it was the 
Substance that was found to be mentioned as co-extensive, and hence it 
was the relationship of that Action which is accomplished by its means, 
that was found to be the means of restrictmg the application of that 
Substance, while in the present case, it 1s that Relationship itself that 
has got to be established, (b) ın the former ıt was the Property, the 
method of whose connection with the action was known, that was wanted 
as the distinctive feature, while in the present case, even the Action is 
not known (with which there would be a connection), and (c) in the 
forme: case there were many other substances pertammg to other actions, 
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while ın the present case, in regard to all the various Homas, there ıs the 
same Priest that 1s the performer Consequently the present Adhikarana 
cannot be said to be a mere repetition of the A unddhikarana 

On the pomt in question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The ‘walking round’ pertains to all the Homas Because the 
“ Action, beiug incorporeal, is never cognized as one to be accomplished by 
“ means of anothe: action, and hence the ‘walking 10und’ (which 1s an 
“ action) must be taken as enjomed (as a qualification of the perform- 
“ ance), withont any connection with the verb ‘juhot’? (which denotes 
“ an Action) 

“ That is to say, we cannot say that the ‘Homa 1s performed by the 
€ walking 10und’, and hence the ‘ walking round’ cannot be connected 
‘‘with the Prayajas For in that case there would be the same syntactical 
“ splıt that has been shown under the Purvapaksha of the Arundd- 
“ karana 

“ The Bha Aya mises an objection ‘For the same season the walking 
“round could not peitarn to the other Homas (because these latter also are 
“ actions) ’ 

“This objection 1s exactly similai to that which was brought forward 
“ın connection with the Azunddlokarana , and ıt ıs to be met in the 
“following manner Inasmuch as ın the verb the Nommative is the 
“subordinate element,—(if the connection of the walking round were 
“controlled by the verb ‘guhotı’), it would connect it with the action of 
“ Homa (and not with the performer) , while as a matter of fact, the ‘ walk- 
“ing round ” is connected with the performer (of the P) ayaja, etc), not 
“as pointed out by the verb ‘ yuhote,’ but as pointed out by the Context, 
“in which latter case Reis the principal element, and inasmuch as the 
“ performer pomted out by the Context would be that of all the Homas, 
“ there would be no incongruity in the ‘ walking round’ becoming con- 
“nected with such a performer, and as such pertaining to all the Homas, 
“and not to the Praydjas only ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (20) Inasmuch as it 1s ın need of another relative, it 
must be taken along with the next word , Specially as the con- 
nection of the word 1s not completed by what precedes it 


İn any case the word ‘abhikiaman’ (walking 10und) does not have all 
its wants (of connections) supplied, unless it is taken along with some 
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othe: verb Because it does not, in any way, express the relationship of a 
substance Consequently, masmuch as it appears in the same sentence 
with the verb ‘yuhotz’ which refers to the Piaydşas, it 18 cognized ns 
pertaining to these latter, and it 1s capable of helpmg them by bringing 
them into proximity with their performing agent, specially as they stand 
ın need of the proximity of the officiating priest to the sacrificial Fire 
Or, ıt may be that the ‘walking round’ has its connection with a sub- 
stance implied , and as such there is nothing incongruons even in the fact 
of the performing agent bemg the subordinate factor 

Thus then we find that ıt ıs quite possible for one action to help in 
the accomplishment of another action, and as such one could very well 
be spoken of as the ‘ Sadhya’ of the other 

It 1s possible for the Pirvapaksha to be put forward, not as above,— 
because in that form it 1s much too palpably absuid, being based upon a 
forced disjunction of the word ‘abhikraman’ from the sentence,—but in 
the following form —‘ Inasmuch as the ‘ walking round "is laid down with 
‘reference to all the Homas of the Context, that are referred to by the 
“word ‘ juhoti,’—and as there is no intermediate Context (that could take 
“on the Praydjas only),—the connection of the ‘ walking round’ cannot but 
“ be controlled by the single great Context (which takes in all the Homa») 
“€ and in this case the sense of the preceding (Pörtapaksha) siltra would be 
‘this In the property of the agent—ie, in ‘walking round’—there being 
“ no wmbherence of the action of Pəayü)a, which could be brought about only 
“ by an intermediate Context, there would be a split oy the sentence, only 
‘an so far as the ‘ walking round ” would not be syntactically connected 
“ with that termediate Context ” 

In that case, the present (S:ddAdnta) sütra should be interpreted as 
follows ‘Sdakanksham’ would refer to the intermediate Context, and 
the sense of the Siddh@nta would be that the ‘walking round’ 1s syntacti- 
cally connected with that intermediate Context, through its connection 
with the want of the procedure, which is moused by the injunction of the 
Prayüşas (1e the walking round’ ıs to be taken as forming part of the 
procedure of the Prayüşas) Andın this case, the concluding clause 

asamaiptaum ha purvéna’ would not mean the incompleteness of the 
sentence, but that the Intermediate Context 1s not completed by what pre- 
cedes— 6, by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of the 
Pray iyas 

And furthe., inasmuch as, even afte: the mention of ‘ abhikramana,’ 
certain accessory details of the Prāyājas are laid down, we must admit of 
the existence of the intermediate Context of the Praydyas (as otherwise 
the details subsequently laid down could not apply to them) 
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ADHIKARANA (11) 


(The Upavita is submdiary to the entire Darg ePürnamdüsa and not to 
the Samdhém only ) 


Sutra (21) In all doubtful cases, there being an interruption 
there would be a split of the sentence 


The fact of Actions subsisting in one another having been established, 
we now proceed to conside: the question as to whether such application 
of Action 1s controlled by the Intermediate, or by the Prime Context 

[In connection with the Darga-Péinamisa the Sanudhéni Mantas 
aie laid down as the seventh and eighth Anuvakas, the Nieds are laid 
down as the ninth, and the Ka@myas, identical with the Samedhénis, as 
the tenth , and then ın the eleventh we have the mention of the sacrificial 
thread as to be worn on the left shoulder, passing under the right arm-pit 
And then there arises the question as to whether the thread 1s to be so 
woin at the time that the person 1s reciting the Samzdhénis, o during all 
the time that he is performing all that ıs laid down in the Context] In 
this, the SGmzdhéni has been mentioned separately, simply with a view 
to discriminate between the existence and non existence of an mtermediate 
context of the Samedhéni 

Objection “The Contexts one of the Darça-Pürnamdsa only , that 1s to 
“say, mnasmuch as all things mentioned are taken up by the Prime Context 
“there is no appearance of any intermediate contexts O1 again, masmuch 
“ as the SAmrdhenis dicate the Kindling of the Fire, they are distinctly 
“recognized as serving the purpose of a visible preparatory rte, and as 
“ such there can be no context of these (as they do not stand n need of 
“ anything else, wherewith they could form a Context) ” 

Reply It1s not so, because in all cases, there are as many processes 
as there are verbs, and there ıs no obstacle ın the way of the Process, put 
by the Prime Context, etc , and as a matter of fact, neither the contin- 
gency of another Context, nor the Preparatory Rite, can ever set aside the 
Process 

Just as the passages laying down the subsidiary sacrifices, though 
having all them 1equirements fulfilled within themselves, yet, come to be 
connected with the passage layıng down the primary Dazça-Pio namdsu, 
and yet they do not, by that connection, lose then own character,—so, in 
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the same manner, the subsidiary Bhavands, though complete within them 
selves, become connected with the final Bhavana (of the Darça-Pürqa- 
māsa), and they do not, by this subse: vience to it, lose their own peculiar 
characteristics 

The Preparatory Rite also, serving the purpose of bringing about an 
Aptrva, always stands in need of some means for its accomplishment, and 
thereby becomes related to the Context Tn fact, even in the case of such 
preparatory rites as bring about visible results, there is a certain trans- 
cendentalism attaching to the restriction or specialization of the particu- 
lar method of bringing about the visible result, and thus there bemg a 
need of the mention of this method o process, thereis an actual inter- 
dependence of the Context And even m the case of a visible result, the 
want of the mention of the method or process does not cease, and that 
want is not supplied by any perceptible means Consequently, it must 
be admitted that even such subsidiaries as those in question are amenable 
to particular intermediate or subsidiary contexts 

Thus then, though the want of a visible element 1s supplied only by 
a visible factor,—and hence ın the case mn question the Bhavana having 
been put forward in the form that “one should accomplish the indication 
of the kindhng of fire,’ the question arises as to “by what’ it is to be 
accomplished , and in answer we have ‘by the recitation of the Sämıdhën: 
Mantras’, and then, to the question as to ‘ how ib is accomplished by this 
means, we have the answer “by making the recitation helped by prepar- 
ing the Far, to be capable of cognizing the letters, by means of a series of 
actions, such as the desire to speak, the effort and the stmking with the 
tongue (of the various parts of the mouth)’,—yet there still remais the 
want to know how there is to be accomplished the peculiar transcendental 
ıesult pertaining to the speczalization (of the particular Mantras to be 
recited), and this want can be supplied only by the scriptural injunction of 
a means that brings about only transcendental results. For these reasons 
it must be admitted that there 1s a substdiary context which connects the 
‘wearing of the thread’ with the Fecstafzon of the Samedhént 

Objectzon “In that case, the subsidiary context bemg more pioxi- 
“ mate (to the ‘ Upaozta”), and hence more authoritative, it would distinctly 
“ point to the Upavtia ag connected with the Sa@msdhéni , and hence why 
“ should there be any question as to its applicabihty being controlled by 
“ the Prime Context ?” 

Reply True, rt would be so, if there were no likelihood of the connec 
tion of the Upavita with the S&midhéni being taken as to be broken up 
(or interrupted) by the intervention of the word ‘ Nzwd’ 

Objectzon “If the connection be broken up, then there would be 
“ nothing to set amde the mdication of the Prime Context ” 
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Reply It ıs not so, because, inasmuch as the text subsequently 
speaks of the Kömya SA@midhéni, there ıs some doubt as to the connection 
of the Samidhénit being broken up, and hence the course of the Prime 
Context 18 not quite clear 

Thus then, on the question under consideration, we have the follow- 
ing 

PURVAPAKSHA 

“ Inasmuch as we have the mention of the ‘Samidhéni’ both before 
“ and after that of the ‘upavita,’ the Context of the Samidhéni must be 
“ admıtted to continue all along, and as for the ‘ Neds,’ they must be 
“taken as mentioned, either as somethimg wholly extraneous to the 
“ matter of the Context, or as subsidiary to it 

“That ıs to say, as a matter of fact we find, that in connection with 
“the Darga-Pii:namasa, the mantras mentioned as to be recited to Püshan, 
“ etc , do not break the original Context,*even though they have no con 
“ nection with 1t, and in the same manner the words relating to the ‘nid’ 
“ also would not break up the context of the Samidhéni Or, ıt may be 
“ that, through tne Subsidiary Context, the Nzvids also would be taken as 
“ accessories to the Sarnidhéni-recitation , and in that case there being no 
‘intervention of an unconnected word, there would be nothing to alter the 
“ Upavita also from bemg taken as an accessory to the Sa@midhéni 
“ recrtation ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the apoye we make the following reply Inasmuch as the context 
of the Sümədhani ıs broken by the Naveds, it could not be linked up by the 
subsequent mention of the Kamya Samıdhan? Recotatron 

As a rule, the Cortext extends only to that extent up till where it 
perceives something capable of bemg used or applied in connection with 
it, and then too, it is only that which is connected with something else, 
that 1s apphed by means of the Context In the case ın question, how 
ever, we find that the words of the ‘ Navid,’ through the mndicative power 
of the words themselves,—fo: instance, the words ‘dévéddhah,’ ‘manuiddhah’ 
ete ,— distinctly appear as equal, in importance, to the Sdmidhéni, and are 
equally, with these latter, apphed to the kindling of fire Under the 
circumstances, if the Hire were subsidiary to the Sa@medhénis, then, in 
that case, through the Fire, the Nsv.ds also would be subsidiary to them 
If, even m the absence of real subsidiary character, such characte: were 
to b gratuitously assumed, then some people might, as reasonably, 
assurie the Sdmidhénis to be subsidiary to the Nımds For these reasons, 
1t must be admitted that the Context of the Samzdheni does not extend 
fo the Nude Then, as for the Kamya Samadheni Recitatvons, they 
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are, from the very words of the text, recognized as serving a desirable 
end for the performing agent, and as such these could not be taken up 
by the former Sdmidhéni-Recitaiton If, again, the needs could be sub- 
sidiary to the Samidhénis, then,—~in accordance with the law of the 
“ godohana,’ the container also being taken along with the contained,— 
the Context of the Sdmidhénis could extend to the Kamya Sümadhəni- 
Recitation And if the Kamya Samidhém Recitation were subsidiary (to 
the former Sdmidhéni-Recitation, then, ın that case,—as in the case of the 
mantras recited to Püshan, etc , so here also,—we could take the original 
Context of the Samidheni to be uninterrupted by the mention of the 
‘ Nads, — these latter also being, somehow or other, taken along with it 
As a matter of fact, however, neither the Niezds nor the Kadmya Sam- 
dhéue-Recitateon are subsidiary to the original Samedhani-Recetaton 
l hus, there being no subsidiary context (of the Sdmadhént), the Upavita 
must be taken, on the strength of the Prime Context, as connected with 
all the Mantras 

Objection “If the Kémya Recitation be taken to be mentioned after 
“ the Context has been stopped short (by the mention of the Minde), then, 
‘in the case of the (Ka@mya) Injunction—‘ one should accomplish fame by 
‘‘means of the twenty-ove ’—the want of the particular substratum of the 
‘number ‘twenty-one’ would remain uusupplied, if we do not admit this 
‘substratum (in the shape of the Samzdhéni) to be pointed out by the 
‘Context, and as such the Injunction would remain incomplete If the 
‘required substratum were pointed out by Syniactscal Connectron, then, 

‘imasmuch as the sentence would be pointing out two relationships in 
“connection with the enjoined action (of Recitation), there would be a 

syotactical split Then, if this split we accepted as inevitable, and 16 be 
“ explained away somehow or other, then in the case of the Révaét, the 
“ Vüruvanit and the Sawbhara also, the required substratum would be 
“ pointed out by the Syntactical Connection, which would be in direct 
‘contradiction to the Szddhdanta conclusions arrived at in connection with 
‘these Samas Then if, for the sake of obtaining the required substratum, 
“ the Context were extended to the Kamya Recitation, then the Upavita 
“also becomes taken up by that Context, and thus there are two horns 
“ of the dilemma from which you can ill oxtricate 5 ourself ” 

Reply In the case ın question it is not proper to take the desited 
result (fame) as following from a qualifying detail, which has its substra- 
tum disjoined by a ruptured Context, and there cannot be an injunction 
of many things, unless there is an altogethér new action involved 

That ıs to say, the result mentioned does not follow from the qualify- 
ing detail ‘twenty-one’, ın fact, just like the sentences speaking of the 
“ Révati,’ etc, the sentence—‘one should accomplish fame by means of 
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twenty one ”—lays down an independent qualified Action, and hence, in 
accordance with the Bhavdrthadikarana the result must be taken as 
following from the Root meaning (1 e Recitation) , thus then, the sense of 
the mnjunction m question would come to be that ‘one should bring about 
fame, etc , by means of Recrtatzon qualified by twenty one’, and then, s to 
‘how’ it is to be brought about by this means, we come to understand 
that ıt 1s through the Recitation of the Sämdhënis that ıt 1s brought 
about, because the word “anubrüyüt” is common to both (the “ Samedhen:’ 
and the “ökommçatı ”), and because the numbers of these two are nearly 
the same (16 ‘seventeen’ and ‘twenty-one’ respectively) And thus, for 
the independent ‘ Recitation of the twenty one,’ the verses qualified by the 
number, as also the other details, come to be supplied by the previously 
lad down ‘ Sömadhen? Recitation ” 

Though as a matter of fact, ın the present case, there 1s no special 
purpose served by the two being taken, or not taken, as different actions, 
yet all that we mean by the above explanation 1s that the sentence lends 
itself to such construction and interpretation 

Objection “In that case, these other Recitations (of the ‘twenty 
“ one”), not bemg taken up by the Darça-Pürnumdsa, would come to be 
“ done apart from the performance of these sacrifices ” 

Reply In the first place, this argument does not set aside ou 
theory , because even sf it be as you urge, the Upavita comes to be con 
nected with all the Recit tions in question (which is all that the Sıddhänta 
chugs to) 

As a matte: of fact, however, there could not be an independent 
performance of the Recitations (of the ‘ twenty-one’), because that, ın 
connection with which we find the word ‘anu’ nsed, becomes part of the 
Sacrifice in question, and this could not be 3f the Recitations (which aie 
enjomed as ‘anu-biiiyat’) were performed independently For mstance, 
that Recitation, which is performed before that of the Samidhénis, is not 
subsidiary to the Samedhénis, just like the Nevids , and again, the injune 
tion ‘ anubriyat’ could be explicable, only if the Recitaiions were meant 
to be performed after (the Samidhéni-Recitatron), (an connection with the 
Darya Pit:namisa), and not independently by themselves Then again, if 
they could be performed separately, though they would be recognized as 
subsidiary to the Samedhént-Recitation, yet they would lose their charac 
ter of “anutacanatoa” (being recited subsequently to something), if there 
were nothing else to be recited 

And further, the character of the Samsdhanzs also, which is based upon 
the fact of their indicating the Ayndling of fire, could not belong to the 
Recitations ( of the ‘ twenty-one’), 1f performed independently by them 
selves , because that which does not appear in the course of the perfor 
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mance of a Saerifice (at which alone Fire is used) could not help in the 
kindling of fire 

That 1s to say, ib 18 absolutely necessary that the numbers, ‘twenty 
one” ind the rest, should pertam to the Samzdhénis , and ıt ış a known fact 
that these latter are so called, simply becanse they mdicate the kindling of 
fie, and this fire too that 1s pointed out by them, could only be one that 
is used at some other action (than the Recitation itself) And thus, ın 
accordance with the Sūtra İV 1-26, entering into the Recitation, just like 
the conditions of the Primary, the original function of the Sa@mdhénis, 
in connection with the Primary sacrifice, in the shape of the adscation 
of the kindling of fire, comes to be applied to the Recitation of the 
‘Twenty one’ also, which latter, therefore, comes to be dependent upon 
such Sdmidhénis as ae recited in course of the performance of the 
sacrifice 

Oljection “Then, m that case, the Upavita would be connected, 
either with all the Kamya-Recitations, or only with the last of these” 

Reply Not so, because, the want of the process of the Kdamya 
Recifation being supplied by the process of the former Samzdhéur Recita- 
tion, laid down in the same Context, the Upavita could be taken as sub 
sidiary to the Ka@mya Recitation, only on the strength of the Promumuity 
(position of its mention) , and ıt is a known fact that this latter ıs much 
weaker m its authority than the Context (which points out the Kimya to 
be done in the same manner as the original recitation of the Sdmedhéni) 

That ıs to say, ın the case of all secondary modifications of sacrifices, 
that which is not found to have been mentioned along with the accessories 
of theu o1iginals, is not recognized as serving any useful purpose with 
regard to themselves, and as such, the Context having allits requirements 
supplied, if such an accessory were to appear subsequently, ıt could be 
amenable only to the authority of Prommity And ıt 18 a known fact that 
Proximity can authoritatively pomt to the fact of a certain accessory 
bemg used, only when such au accessory is not found incompatible (with 
the indications of the other means of cognition, fi of the Context, in the 
case m question), consequently whenever there is an incompatibility of 
such an accessory with the idications of the Context, it has to be 
rejected, just like the Vzdérana 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Upavita 1s connected 
as subsidiary to the whole of the Darga Pirnamdsa 


ADHIKARANA (12) 
[The vessels of the Varana, Vdskankata, etc , belong to all sacrifices | 


Sütra (22) Inasmuch as all accessory details are equally sub 
servient to the purposes of something else, they can have 
no relationship among themselves 


This Adzakaz ana ıs an exception to Adhi 9 

In connection with the Kindleng of jue, we find laid down certain 
vessels of the Vd?ana and the Varkankata wood, as employed at the 
performance of the saciifice,—some of which are used at the Homa, 
while others are not so used And inasmuch as these vessels have noth 
ing to do with the actual Kundling of fire, they are, as a matter of course, 
taken apart from the Context, and then there arises a question as to the 
paiticula: sacrifice at the performance of which they should be used 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ In accordance with inle laid down in Süfəc ITI ——18, we must 
“conclude that the vessels ın question are used for holding the offereng 
“ materials at the Pavamanéshte (as this İska, bemg laid down in connec- 
“tion with Kindlang of fue, is directly subsidiary to it)” 


SIDDHANTA 


To this we make the folloving reply —Inasmuch as the Pavamānēshtı 
offerings are shown, by syntactical connection, to be as primary im their 
character as the Kindling of fire,”—the said offerings cannot be taken as sub 
sidiary to the said Kindling , and hence the vessels must be taken as belong- 
ing to all sacrifices 

That 1s to say, that the said offerings are subsidiar y tothe Kindling of 
foe is shown only by the Context, while that they are subsidiary to the fire 
18 shown by the Syntactecal Connection of the sentence “ yadahavaniyé 
juhot.’ (and under the crcumstances there can be no doubt as to the 
latter being the more authoritative of the two) 

Against this way of putting forvard the Siddhanta, the following 
objections are raised “If the senience ‘ yadadhavaniyé guhot.’ be taken 
“ as making the fire something to be purified or prepared by the Pavamana 
“ offermgs, then the fire would be recognized as to be purified by means 
‘‘ of the Agnihotra etc, also, which latte: are equally mentioned in the 


VESSELS BELONG TO ALL SACRIFICES 1041 


“same sentence It might be argued that masmuch as the Aguzhotra, etc , 
‘ bring about distmet results, the sacrificial fire is a part of them But 

“yn that case, of the Pavuména offerings also, it would be a part, because 
“5 one and the same sentence could not speak of the same sacrificial fire, as 
“a subsidiary part of the actions leading to definite results, and as the 
“primary factor of those not leading to any results, as Simultaneous 
“Injunction and Reference, Subject and Predicate, and Primary and 
“Subsidiary are irreconcilable combinations And your theory involves 
“ a further mcongruity viz that in one case the Locative (in ‘ Ahavaniyé ’) 
“(os taken as indicating the objective, while in another it is taken m its 
“ own original sense (of location) And further, ın accordance with your 
“ argument, the Vegvajit, etc , which have no results mentioned as following 
“ from them, would all become subsidiaries And all this 1s most undesir- 
“able and improper Specially as the sentence lays down the ‘ sacrificial 
“ fire’ as a well established entity (and not as somethmg to be prepared 
“or purified) , and im view of such actions as do not bring about definite 
“results, the name ‘ dhavaniya’ 1s to be taken in its prospective sense ” 

In view of these obje tions, some people offer the following explana- 
tions We must admit of there being two such sentences as ‘yadāhvansyë 
gwhote ’,—one ın connection with the Pacamöna offerings, and another 
independently by itself (not ın connection with any particular action) 
The former of these speaks of the fire as something to be prepared, and as 
such standing in need of the preparatory rites , and consequently ıt can be 
taken as laying down the Pavumédna offerings, ete , which have no results of 
their own, as the required preparatory rites And the latter may be taken 
as liying down the fire as a well established entity, calculated to serve as 
that into which the libations of all sacrifices are to be offered Andın 
this way there can be none of the incongruities urged above 
The explanation that we hive to offe: is as follows There 1s no use 
m taking all this trouble of issuming a sentence (in the shape of the second 
“ yadahuvaniyé, etc’) which does not exist, specially as the mcongraity is 
capable of another explanation even if the Pavamana offerings were 
subsidiary to the kindling of Fire, the vesse’s in questiou could not belong to 
those Because in the case of the sentence “ Va? apeyasya yöpah”, mas- 
much as the Yöpa 1s distinctly mentioned, it has been taken (in Süfra TIT 
—i—18) as belonging to the subsidiary Paçu sacrifice, specially as even 
in this case the Genitive was found to be quite compatible In the case 
ın question, on the other hand, there is no such ground for taking the 
vessels as belonging to the subsidiaries Then again, the expression 
‘ Yaş üücacara” must be taken independently by itself, as layıng down 
the vessels for all sacrifices, because there ıs no previously mentioned 
saciifice to which it could refer specifically 
131 
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But inasmuch as this end could be got at by means of the law 
airived at in connection with the Recitation of mantras to Püshan ete ,— 
there can be no use of the present Adhikarana for that purpose Conse 
quently the present süfra 1s to be taken as supplementary to the foregoing 
Adhikarana, added ın answer to a supposed argument emanating from 
the opponent That ıs to say, there arising the argument—‘ inasmuch 
as the Nivids are subsidiary to the Sdmidhénis, a mention of those cannot 
interrupt or disjoin the Context,”—the sūtra makes the followmg declara- 
tion in answer The accessory detarls being, etc, ete, which has ali eady 
been explained The sense of the declaration ıs that inasmuch as the 
Nds also, like the Samidhénis, speak of the kindling of fire, they are 
equally subservient to the purposes of the Fue, and as such the one (the 
Nıvıd) could not be taken as subsidiary to the other (the Samedhéni) 


ADHIKARANA (13) 
[The Vartraghni Recitation, etc , belong to the Ayyabhagas | 


Sdtra (23): There ıs no connection of the meanings of 
the two verses (with the Primary) 


We now proceed to consider those cases in which the mantras are 
employed in accordance with the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned. 

[In connection with the Darça-Pürnamdsa, we find the injunctions 

Vartraghn? paurnamasyam, aniicyété, vrdhanvati amāvāsyāyām’, and 
with regard to this, there amses a doubt as to whether the duality of the 
mantras belongs to the Primary sacrifice, or to the Ajyabhagas ) 

At the very ontset a question 1s raised as to why there should be such 
a doubt 

And the reply to this ıs that the doubt ıs due to the fact of the order 
of connection, as mentioned in the sentence, bemg found capable of bemg 
taken ın two different ways For mstance, when the connection 1s 
mentioned along with the ‘ Paurnamas?’ ıt remains doubtful as to whether 
ıt 18 to be taken along with the tıme (Paurnamdasi) or with the actions 
(the Ajyabhiga, etc, performed at the time), because if the order men- 
tioned were meant to refer to the Acfions, then the takmg of ıt with 
reference to the Teme would involve an infringement of the Injunction 
And as a matter of fact, ıt ıs only when two relationships are equally 
authoritative that they are capable of bemg considered as mutually contra- 
dictory,—and not when they differ on the point of authoritativeness , and 
hence there would be equality (of the Relationship of the mantras with 
the Pmmary sacrifices and with the 42yabhagas), only when the sentence 
would be taken as connecting the mantras with the Actions, and not when 
ıt 18 taken as connecting them with the Time 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The mantras to be recited are always connected with sacrifices, and 
“ never with the two points of Time (the Paurnamasi and the Amdvüsyü), 
‘Cand hence the order mentioned must be taken as fully taken up as 
“ belongmg to the Primary sacrifices Then again, on account of the argu- 
ment urged ın the preceeding sütra, the four mantras ın question (the two 
“ Vartraghnis and the two Vrdhanvatis) can never be connected with 
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“the Ayyabhügas (because these latter are as much accessory to the Pii- 
“ mary sacrifices as the mantras themselves) And for these reasons, the 
“order (of the Recitation) must be taken as pertaınıng to the Primary 
“sacrifices, as pomted out by Syntactical connectson, and not with the 
“ A yabhagas, as pointed out by the order of sequence (which latter is 
“ weaker m its authority than Syntactsal connection) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply As a rule, the connection 
of the Primary with the Subsidiary 1s not desirable, when the meaning is 
not found to be so connected , and ın the case in question, we find that the 
meaning of the four mantras has no connection with the Primary sacrifices 
Because if they were so connected, there could not be two mantras to be 
recited, when the Primary Action is one only, and further, because the 
Deities indicated ın the mantias do not belong to the two Primary sacri- 
fices 

That ıs to say, the Sawmi-mantra (which forms part of the Vrdhan 
vatz) can not find its connection with the Amdvdsy& sacrifice , because in 
this sacrifice, Soma 1s not the principal Deity , and then, as for the Paurna 
mast also, even though Soma does appear as its Deity, yet it 18 so only as 
accompanied by Agne, and as such the mention of Soma alone could not 
be taken as connected with that sacrifice, as we have shown under the 
Mahéndradmkarana (II—i—13 et seg), and none of the two mantras in 
question 1s found to be applied to Agnishoma (which 1s the joint Deity of 
the Paurnamāsī), because ın the sentence “ Puronuvaikyamanvaha’ (found 
ın connection with the Pawinamias?), the singular number im ‘ Puronu 
vökyüm” is sigmficant, and as such only one mantia could be recited to 
Agnishoma If the sentence ın question (‘Vaitraghni, etc’) be taken as 
laying down the dualty, never before laid down,—then there would be a 
syntactical split,—the sentence being taken as laymg down the particular 
mantra, and also its duality 

On the other hand, ın the case of the mantras ın question being 
connected with the two Ayyabhagas, ib would be easy to take the mention of 
the tames (Paurnamast and Amdnvüsyü) as restricting the application (of 
the mantras to particular Ajyabhagas), as we have already explaıned 
betore For these reasons, on account of the relationship of the Prmary 
and the Subsidiary (between the Darga-Pi:namiisa and the Ayyabhagas), ıt 
18 only reasonable to take the sentence m question as pointing out the Time, 
specially as if is the Teme that is first of all found to be denoted by the 
sentence, and ‘it 1s extremely difficult to outstııp Time’ (as a well-known 
saying has it 


ADHIKARANA (14) 


(The Mushtikarana, etc , belong to the whole of that which is dealt with 
ın the Context ) 


Sttra (24) Immediate sequence is not authoritatively 
expressive ` 


We have just dealt with the employment of mantras ın accordance with 
the order ın which they are mentioned , and now we proceed to deal with 
the exceptions to that rule 

{In connection with the Jyofshtoma we find the sentence—" Mushtim 
karott, vdcam yacchatı, dikshitam@védayat: ’ , and then again, ‘ hastu avane- 
nekté, ulapardjinsti nat”, and in connection with this, there arises a 
doubt as to whethe: the ‘ mushtikarana’ (Closing of the Fist) and ‘ vagya 
mah?” (Silence) simply serve the purpose of ‘ dvédana’ (Addressing the 
initiated Saecrificer) o: they enter into the whole of the Context? and 
similarly too, as to whether the “ hastavin®jana’ (washmg of the hand) 1s 
for the sole purpose of ‘ wlupuragistarana’ (spreading of the bundle of 
grass), or ıt pertams to all the actions performed ?] 

At the very outset of the discussion, an objection is raised — The 
“ Olosing of the Frst and the Silence are the actions of the Sacrificer, while 
“ the Addressing belongs to the Priest, how then can there be any doubt 
“ as to the former two being subsidiary to the latter ? ” 

Reply This does not affect the question, because of the actions 
of the Priest also the Sacrificer 1s the directing agent, or, it may be that 
the fermer two are taken as subsidiary to the action of being addressed 
(which of course belongs to the Sacrificer) 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ [On account of immediate sequence, we must take the Closing of the 
“ Fast and the Silence to be for the sake of the Addressing, and the washing 
“ of the hand to be for the purpose of the spreading of grass ] 

“ Objection ‘How ıs it that the immediate sequence operating both 
“ ways, it is the precedmg (Closing of the Fist and the Silence) that are 
“ taken as subsidiary to the following (Addresswng), and not ezce versa 7” 
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“ To ths some people make the sepiy that it is with a view to show 
“the doubtful character of the situation, that what 1s mentioned first ıs 
“ taken up as the subsidiary, simply because it happens to be mentioned first 
“ But the fact 1s that ın the case of all BAdvanös, at the very outset, there 
‘always arises a desire to know what would be accomplished by that 
“ Bhüvanü , and in all cases that which ıs found to be mentioned first, 1s, 
“€ owing to its place in the text, always taken as answering the said desire 
“ Consequently, as soon as therearises a desire to know what 1s to be done by 
“ means of the Closeng of the Fist and the Szlence,—we are met by the next 
“ sentence “ dikshitam@védayatz’ , and we have no giound for not accepting 
“this ‘ dvédana’ (addressing) as that which is to be done by the former 
“two, specially as this Addressing too can, subsequently, be assumed to 
“ be capable of serving a distinctly useful purpose Consequently we 
“must take the former two to be for the sole purpose of this Addressing 

“ İn the same manner, the Washing of the Hand 1s for the purpose of 
“the speading of the bundle of grass,—the word ‘ alupardjestarana’ meaning 
“ the spy eadang of long grasses in the middle of the long altar 

“ As a role, Cupabdlity, Subsideary Context, and Siyatactacal Connection 
“are more authoritative, m the matter of application of the accessory 
“details, than the Prime Context Consequently ın all cases, that which 
“18 mentioned first must be taken as serving the purposes of that which 
‘““is mentioned next after it 

“Then as for the Closing of the Fist and the Silence, the former 1s not 
“taken as being for the sake of the latter, or vice versa, because they are 
“not capable of being taken as subsidiary to each other, specially as both 
“serving the purpose of bringing about the attentiveness of the saci aficer, 
“ they do not stand in need of each other Consequently we cannot neglect: 
“ this inherent meapability, and proceed with further assumptions ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the followmg reply (1) We do not find any 
syntactical connection between the Oloseng of the Fast and the Silence on the 
one hand, and the Addressing on the other , (2) as for Capabzlety, it applies 
equally both ways, and (3) as for the desire of any mtermediate process, 
we do not find any appearing, at the time 

That 1s to say, (1) the two verbs could not be syntactically connected, 
until there were some word denoting such connection, and so there 1s 
no syntactical connection m the case m question that could set aside the 
significations of the Prime Context (2) As for capabslety, yt is as apph- 
cable to the Closing of the Fist bemg taken as belonging to all the actions, 
as to its being taken as belonging to the Addressing alone , m fact, it is 
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more reasonably applicable to the former, becanse the need of attentive- 
ness (which is brought about by the Olosng of the Fist and the Salence) is 
more urgent, when there are many actions to be perfa med, than when there 
is only one such action as Addressing, which could be done somehow or other 
(even if no special steps were taken by the sacrificer to secure attention) 

(3) As a matter of fact, m the case m question, there is no intermediate 
context (that could set aside the indications of the Prime Context) For 
when there 1s a deficiency m the process of the former action, then the latter 
becomes 1ts subsidiary, as a matter of fact, however, this ıs not possible , 
because the object to be accomplished by the Bhavand 1s yet only meom- 
pletely known (and as long as the object 1s not fully recognized, there can 
be no desire to find out the process of its accomplishment Nor could the 
want, even 1f ıt had arisen, be supphed by the latterly-mentioned action, 
because the use of this latter has still to be ascertained , and so this latter 
also would stand ın need of another action, and so on and on, till we get 
to the Primary Action itself 

Obşechon “If ıt be so, then, whenever we would have, m the 
“middle of a context, some sentence laying down the connection of a 
“certam accessory detail with a definite desirable result, then, all that 
“ would follow after that would have to be taken as auxiliary to that 
“ accessory detail, and could not reach the Primary Action, because in such 
“ a case the intermediate context will have been an accomplished fact” 

Reply If the two accessories mentioned in the sentence (mz, the 
Closing of the Fist and the Szlence) were known as belonging to the Add: ess- 
eng, then there could have been an intermediate context between those two 
and the Addressing While as for the Process of the Primary Action, it 
operates on all sides, and leaving only that which happens to be connected 
with something else, goes on to the very end (of the context),—as we have 
already shown under the Anushangadhekarana (1I—1—48) 

Objectton “ In that case, there is a total annihilation of all Inter- 
‘mediate or Subsidiary Contexts ” 

Reply In a case where the subsidiaries of actions, mentioned m the 
text of another Action, have been known by means of Direct Assettion, 
or by that of the Indicative power of words, or by Syntactical Connection,— 
it is by these alone that an Intermediate Context is admitted by the law of 
Sandamga 

That is to say, in the case of the Praydjas, we find that a few of their 
accessories are laid down ın one place, and then afte: some break are taken 
up agam , and hence ın this case we admit of an intermediate context extend- 
ing from the forme: mention of the details to the latter (just m the manner 
of a chp which connects a number of separated things) Otherwise there 
would be a great uncertainty as to the detatls,—all the washaries bemg 


1048 TANTRA-VİRTIKA, ADH II—PADA 1—ADHI, (14). 


capable of being taken as auxiharies to one another Ina case, however, 
where there ıs no such subsequent mention of details, all that 1s mentioned 
must be taken as pertaining to the Primary Action Then, as to whether 
they would pertain to the Primary, by itself, or as together with all its 
subsidiaries, that question will be dealt with under Süfras 111—vn—l et 


seq. 

Thus then, ın the case in question, the Closing of the Fist, etc., must 
through their capabılıty be taken as belonging to the Primary Action 
together with all 1ts subsidiaries. 

If we had such words as ‘ @v@datum’ and ‘ startum’, then, ın that case, 
the Closing of the Fist, etc , and the Washing of the Hand could be taken 
as syntactically connected with these words, ın accordance with the 
sūtra ‘tumunavulau krvyüyüm kreyürthüyüm”? (Paainz, 111—in—10), and 
then alone could the Closing of the Fist, ete , and the Washing of the Hand 
be taken as belonging to the Addressung and the Spreading of the grass 
respectively As, however, we have no such words as ‘ Aveditim,’ etc , the 
actions ın question must be taken as belonging to all the actions in question 


Sutra (25): Also because the sentences are complete in 

themselves. 

That is to say, theeis a further reason for rejecting the signification of 
immediate sequence vZ., that each of the sentences under consideration 
has all the marks of a complete sentence, when taken singly, and not 
when taken collectively , hence also, the actions ın question cannot be 
taken as subsidiary to one another, 


ADHIKARANA (15) 
[The Quartenng belongs to the Agnéya Cake only], 


Sutra (26) “The auxilary, connected with the Accessory 
“Detail, should be taken as common to fall, specially as 
“there ıs no mutual relationship among them” 


We have spoken of the application of accessory details, in accordance 
with the order ın which they are mentioned, and we now proceed to 
consider whether that application 1s possible to a part also, or only to the 
whole 

[In connection with the Darca-Piurnamasa, we find the sentence,— 
‘dgnéyam caturdhü karoti °] and with regard to this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether the “ catwdhakarana’ (Quartermg) 1s to be done to 
the Agnéya cake only, or to the Aguishomiya and Asndiügna cakes also 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The Quartering applies to the Agnishomiya and Arndragna cakes 
“also Because the mention of a single Deity (Agm m ‘ Agnéya’) 18 
“ capable of indicating the two Deities (Agni and Soma, and Indra and 
“ Agni), Just as im the Manota, the “ Agni’ indicates the connection of 
“ both Agni and Soma 

“ Though Agn: ıs not the proper Deity of the Agnishomiya, yet it is not 
“ wholly unconnected with ıt, and it is the presence of the Derty, and not 
“€ the actual fact of its beng the Deity, that is the basis of indicativeness , 
“ nor m the case ın question, is Agn: mseparably connected with the 
“action of Quartermg , and as such much significance cannot be attached 
“ to the specification of ‘Agnéya’, and all that this can be taken as doing 
“iş to mdicate (the presence of Agni) , nor are the indicative factors to 
“ be taken exactly as they are mentioned, for instance, the ‘two cakes’ 
« are taken as indicative of the time mtervening between the Upameuyagas , 
“ and again mn the case of the mention of the “ Patnivata,’ no significance 18 
“attached to the specification of Tvashtr, and lastly, even m ordinary 
“ parlance we find that the mother of Dittha and Davittha 1s spoken of 
“as the ‘mother of Dittha’ (similarly the cake dedicated to Agnı and 
“ Soma can be spoken of as ‘ Agnöya”) 

132 
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“Thus then, there being no necessary connection between Indication 
“and Actual functioning, the name ‘ Agnéyx’ becomes equally applicable 
‘Sto the Agnéya, the Agnishomzya ind the Aəndrüqna cakes 

“Tt is with a view to this that the Bnāshya has construed the sūta 
“ as that, ‘inasmuch as there is no mutual relationship among these, there 
“would be no injunction’ In fact we often find such things to be spoken 


“of as applying commonly to many, as for instince, in the case of the 
“ Piāçrtia ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (27) There should be a restriction, as the actual 
signification ıs connected with the word, because the indi- 
cative power is connected with such meaning , and as for the 
subsidiary text, ıt serves the purposes of indication 


Just as in a previous AdAzkarana, we have found that the Ladles aie 
not indicated by the mention of ‘graha’, so in the same manner, m the 
case ın question, ‘Agnéya’ cannot mdicate the cakes dedicited to two 
Deities (the Aynishomiya or the Aid fiyna) 

It has been shown above that that with reference to which some- 
thing is lad down must be regarded as significant And as a matter of 
fact, that the character of bemg the ‘ Agnéya’ does not belong to the 
A qnishomiya and the Azudə üçna cakes is shown by the fact that the word 
‘ Agnéya’ does not sigmfy tue mere presence of Agni, what it does signify 
1s the Defic character mentioned by the nominal affix, and the mention 
of ‘Agni’ is merely by way of quahfying that deific character That 
to which certam offermgs are made is the Dety, and as a matter of fact, 
the cake that 1s dedicated to two Deities (Agni and Soma) 18 not offered to 
Agm alone, as that which has been known as pervading over two, cannot 
be spoken of by mens of one only , hence either the Agnishomiya or the 
Avndragua could not be spoken of as the “ Aqnéya’ 

Then again, ın the word ‘ Agnéya,’ the indicative power belongs to 
the signification of the Nommal Affix, and according to Pninrs rule 
(1V-1-82) nominal affixes are applicable to only such words as are capable 
(of direct denotation), and for this reasor the nominal affix cannot be 
taken as appertuning to the word ‘Agne’ as forming a componnd with 

Soma, and as suci. not bemg (by itself) “ capable ’ 

That 1s to say, that alone s spoken of as ‘ Aynéya,’ which belongs to 
Agm alone, independently of all other Deities , and certainly that which 
15 dedicated to two Deities 18 not one that is dedicated to Agni alone İt is 
for this 1eason that “he deifie nomial affix is not applied to the word 
‘Aqni’ when it occurs m such compounds as “ Aynihoma’ and the lke, 
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and as such the nommal affix in the word ‘Agnéya’ does not signify the 
deific character of Agnzshoma, while that whereof Agni alone is the 
Deity 18 always spoken of as ‘ Agn@ya’ 

Then as for the corroborative instance of the Piatra that the Parva 
paksha has brought forword,—in that case the subsidiary mention of the 
‘Agnéya’ is meant to be indicative of a particular place That is to say, 
the general sentence having pointed out theperformabılıty of the Pragtrad- 
caduna (cutting of the Ps agetra cake) in all places, what the subsequent 
sentence ‘dgnéyasya mustakam wmrujya, etc ? does is to lay down the parti 
cula: breaking up of the head of the cake , and thus there 15 no similarity 
hetween this and the case in question 


Some people take exception to the Adhikaranu vresented as above 
They argue as follows “ Kötyüyana has distinctly laid down the rule 
t c amçëshāädubhau vat’ (which makes the name “ Agnéya’ applicable to 
“ both (Agni and Soma) also And the rule has been laid down by him 
“ ın accordance with a passage that he met with m the Catapatha Brah 
‘mana—vi7 , ‘tancatuidha kited purodagam qarhashadam karoti’ (which 

speaks of ‘ purodüça” in general as quartered) 

To this we make tlie followmg reply It 1s quite true that we have 
the above text speaking of the Quartering as applymg to all cakes m 
general, but it is restricted to particular cakes by means of passages found 
in other Rescensıonal Texts 

It might be argued that—” m the case of the Pidgztra also we could 
take the subsequent sentence as restricting the former general Injunchon 7 
But this 13 not possible, as the sentence speikmg of that is meant to lay 
down an accessory detail, ze, the expression ‘having broken the head : 
distinctly lays down such a detail with regard to the head and as such 
is incapable of restricting the preceding general Injunction , in the case m 
question on the other hand, the sentence ‘ Agnéyam, etc ,’ makes the repeti- 

yon without mentioning any accessory detail, and as such it is quite 
capable of restricting to itself the general Injunction (of Quartering) 

It might be argued that—‘‘masmuch as the texts (im different 
Rescensions) are far remote from each other, there could be no such restri 
tion ” But this cannot hold , because of the general law that‘ that which 
is connected with something else, through its meaning, 1s to be taken along 
with it”, and hence the general rule always goes fo.waid to meet the 
special, and as soon as it has met th s latter, it becomes restricted to that 
partıculaı case 

Or, the Çatapatha text quoted above may be taken as merely referring 
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to the previously mentioned particular cake by the general word ‘ puro- 
düçam, for the purpose of enjoming the “ varhishadatua’ (the laymg on 
the grass) And if this laying on the grass also be found to have been 
lard down previously, then the text may be taken merely as laving down 
the order of the performance (ze, the laying on the grass should be per- 
formed after the Quartering has been done) 

Thus then, it 1s established that the Quarterıng is to be done to the 
Agneya cake only 

The sentence ın the Bhashya—‘ If there were no cake dedicated to Agm 
alone, then for the sake of saving the word from meaninglessness, we could 
have taken ıt to signify that whch rs dedwated to two Dertes’—is an 
explanation of the sūtra clause—‘lakshan@rth& gunaciutik’, the sense of 
this ıs that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni alone, then, as m the 
case of the Manota, so here also, the word ‘Agnz’ could be taken as mndi- 
cating both Agni and Soma, and the mention of the accessory ‘Agni’ 
would, ın that case, serve the purpose of this mdication of both Asa 
matter of fact, however, there 1s a cake dedicated to Agne alone, and hence 
16 is to this cake alone that the Quarter ıng is to be done 

Though ıt 18 true that the mdicative factor ıs not connected with the 
action (of Quartering), yet until the thing m question is indicated by it, 
if cannot be comprehended, and consequently we accept that cake which 
is dedicated to Agni alone 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhyaya III 


I a ca att SM 


ADHYAYA III 
PADA II 
ADHIKARANA (1) 
[The Mantras expressive of Chopping apply to the Primary ) 


Sutra (1) Inasmuch as the auxiliary character of the Mantra 
would be based upon the meaning expressed by it, the connec- 
tion of the Mantra should be with the primary meaning, as 
it 1s with this that ıt has eternal connection 


We now proceed to deal with the applıcatıon of Mantras in accord- 
ance with their own ‘Inga’ By “Linga” is meant the capabihty of 
the Mantra to signify something , and asa matter of fact, this capability 
18 sometimes found to pertain to the direct primary, and sometimes to the 
indirect secondary, meaning And hence ın the case of Mantras, it is 
doubtful whether they are to be used ın their primaiy pense, or in the 
secondary one 

Some people, labouting under the impression that there 1s no second- 
ary meaning of Mantras, have put the question ‘‘ Whats the Primary, 
and what the Secondary ?” 

In the Sutras I -1v-—23 et seg we have taken for granted the exis- 
tence of the secondary signification as an established fact, and then 
considered the various bases of such sigmification, which have been shown 
to be meapable of abandoning the Primary signification , and hence the 
discussion that we are taking up now (wherein we are gomg to establish 
the existence of the Secondary signification) must be taken as really 
preceding the Sutra 1—ıv —23 

The answer to the above question, given by the Bhashya, 1s as fol- 
lows The direct denotation of the words of the Mantra 1s the “Primary” 
or “ Mukhya,” because, hke the face, ‘mukha’ of the human foetus, 1t 18 the 
first to appear, and the ‘Secondary’ or “ Gauna” is that which 1s ımpled by 
that denotatıon , it 18 called “ Gauna” because it is due to the presence of 
a certain property or ‘Guna ” The above ınterpretatıon of the word 
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Mukhya’ 1s also supported by its etymology —the word being formed as 
“ Mukha—ya,’ m accordance with the Satra (Pan: V—iu—103), the 
affix denoting semilarity (Hence “ Mukhyo’ 15 that which w similar to the 
mukha or face) 

Against these defintions, the opponent 1aises the following objec 
tions — 

“ Inasmuch as the word ıs denoted by the word ‘ çabda,” ıt would 
“apply equally to all mesnings of words That ıs to say, it is absolutely 
“ ympossible for the property of one thing to appear ın another, and 
“hence the ‘gauna’ or ‘secondary’ cannot be explained as due to the 
“appearance of a property Thus then, whenever: a word ıs uttered, if a 
“certain meaning ıs found to be expressed by 1t,—eithe: directly or ın- 
“ dn ectly —it inevitably leads to the assumption of a corresponding expres 
“sive potency in the word, and whether the meaning be the direct or the 
““mdnect one, it 18, in either case, uninterrupted by any other meaning , 

“and as such, being the first to be comprehended, ıt must be called 
““mukhya’ or “Primary” (and thus all meanings ate equally mukhya) 
“ Having disposed of the definition given in the Bhashya, we proceed to 
‘consider the other definitions 

“ Some people explain the terms as follows —‘That ıs the Mukhya 
‘* which is denoted by the word independently of all supernumerary 
“*additions That is to say, m all cases, a definition is that which serves 
“to differentiate a thing from others, and there is no doubt that the 
““gauna or secondary meaning is that which depends upon something 
““ else For mstance, the word ‘Agne’ by itself denotes Fue but ıt does 
‘“*not, m the same way, denote the Boy (ın the sentence Agmrmanarakah 
€“ —Boy ıs fire), and the only reason for this ıs that ın the denoting of 
“‘the Boy, the word Ayn: depends upon its proximity to the other word 
“< mānavaka Even in a case where no second word ıs found, the opera 
“ “non of the word found is always aided, in its indirect signification, by 
““ some other word, which, though not expressly mentioned, is impled by 
€ “£he context, etc , and thus such cases are also included in the aforesaid 
“< definition, because in both cises, there ıs the common basis of the 
“ “ menification of the word, in the shape of a certain property or guna’ 

‘ But ıt 1s not so, because even in the case of secondary siguification 
“that you have cited, all that the proximity of the second word does is to 
“bring to light the meaning of the first word , and thus the second word 
“being only an Uluminative factor, the definition of ‘ Mükhya’ is not in- 
‘applicable to that case 

e That is to say, though the eye stands ın need of hght, yet colour 18 
“ universally acknowledged to be its object , and though the Primary mean 
“ing stands ın need of a due perception of the letters composing the 
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“word, then order of sequence their accompanying vowels, and a due 
“remembrance of the various relationships of the word,—yet it iq 
“ acknovledged to be the Primary meaning , and in the game manner, the 
 Seecnd word cannot be required as a necessary element in the sıgülfi 
“cation of the meaning, unless it has the requisite potency , and even (fat 
“were required, 1t would be required only as an illuminative agent, and 
“thus, taking the place of the method (of signification), it could not 
“deprive the meaning of its Prunary character Thus then, even with- 
“out the second word, the meaning of the first continues intact , but for 
“somo reason or other, it rs not duly manifested (to be comprehensible) , 
“just as the word “ gö ” is not quite directly comprehended as denoting 
“the ‘ Earth ” 

‘If you deny the illumimative character of the second word, and 
“take both words to be equally expressive of the meining in question, 
“on the ground that the expression ‘ agnarmdnuvakah’ is always found to lx 
“expressive of that meaning, then im that case, the me ining in question 
“ would have to be accepted as expressed by the two words taken collec 
‘tively,—and as such the expression would be similar to the compound 

word agvakarna (denoting a plant), and on that account, each of the 
“component words (both ‘ayn.’ and ‘ münavaka?) would have to be 
“ accepted as herein used in then secondary meanıngs 1 
“As a matter of fact, however, the caning ın question could not be 
“tihon as expressed by the two words collecti vely , because, from con 
‘comitance as well as uon-concomitance m usage, we find the two words 
“having two distinct meanings Two words are known as one compound 
“word only in a case where the meaning of the component pmts 1s 
“ completely set aside, and the parts themselves are cognised as insepn 
‘rable In the case of the expression “ Agnirmdnavakah, however, we 
‘ find that while the word ‘Agni’ expresses something yellowish and 
“bright, the word “ Manavaka’ denotes a wholly different thmg, a 
“ certain aggregate of physical matte: , and as such both words, expressing 
“ something distinct, are found to be used in their primary meaning 

‘Some people, however, with a view to show, by means of the deno- 

‘tation of each component part, that the two words form a composite 

‘ word, offer the following explanation ‘That the Manavaka w bright, 
“ is the meaning of the sentence (agne mänurakah), m. which the elements 
“ of the denotations of both component words are perceptible, just as in 
“the case of the expiession blue lotus, and as such that meaning 18 
“ found to be expressed by means of the meanings of the component 
“ words, and hence with reference to the words themsel, es, ib cannot but 
“€ be regarded as secondury (gauna) ’ 

“ But we reject this view also, for the following iensons The meaning 


( 
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“ ın question could be taken as that of the sentence, if the Agnztva and 
" Manavahatva had inhered in a single substance, as ın the case of the 
€ expression blue lotus, the blueness and the character of lotus both m- 
€ here in the individual lotus before us As a matter of fact, however, 
‘ we find that the word ‘agnzh’ cannot be taken ın 1ts primary sense of 
“ agnitva (as this does not inhere in the Boy), nor can you hold it to be 
“directly sigmficant of bright yellowishness, because that would bring 
“ you over to our side, hence the meaning im question cannot be 
“ regarded as that of a sentence 

“ Consequently ıt must be admitted that the functioning of the word 
“€ “ Agm’ 18 exactly of the same character, with reference to fire, as. also 
“with reference to the brightness of the Boy, and hence both these 
“ meanings should be regarded as equally Primary 

“ İn the Bhashyu we have the sentence — agnigabdo manavakasya abha 
“€ *dhata’, and the genitive in “mönasakasııa? denotes the connection of 
“the Boy with Brightness, and not that with the denoting word (‘agm’) 
“ Because, ın the first place, the form of the Boy ıs not cognized from 
“ the word ‘agm, and second'y, because if the two words were wholly 
“synonymous, the two could never have been used at the same 
“ time 

“ The following reasoning might be brought forward “ That which 
“s well known as the denotation of a word is its Premary meaning, etc , etc 
“ That is to say, not takmg ito consideration the operation of the 
“ second word, we shall admit, as the basis for declaring the Piimary and 
“ Secondary characte: of meanings, the fact of ther bemg well or 
“ not well known (respectively), on which fact 1s based the use of the 
“ companion word (in such sentences as agnzrmanavakah) ? 

“To this argument, we make the following reply The prassddhi 
“ ofa meaning consists only in its being comprehended, and nothing more 
“ or less, and hence the differentiation of the Primary and the Secondary 
“ cannot very well be said to be based upon that 

“ Our opponent next proceeds to show that the required differentia- 
“€ tion would be madeon the ground of the gieater or less extent of the 
“ use made by the speaker, ın consideration of the greater or less know- 
“ ledge of the person spoken to , and to this effect he makes the follow- 
“ mg declaration ‘That which is most used etc , etc’ 

“ And to this we make the following reply Ifa certam denotative 
“potency of a word has been once recognized, it cannot be rejected, 
“ even it be found to be used very little, and hence there cannot be any 
“ difference between the greate: used and the less used In this connec 
“ tion also we can cite the example of the word ‘go,’ which 1s accepted 
“ as equally primarily expressive of the Cow and the Earth, though it 1s 
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““ very much more used m the former sense than m the latte. To this 
“ effect, we have a proverb ‘ We appease our hunger mostly by means of 
“bread, and only seldom by means of sweetmeats, but that does not 
“make the bread the prmary and the sweetmeats the secondary (means 
“ of appeasing hunger) `” 

We now proceed to show the difference between the Primary and the 
Secondary meanings Though there is a coextenmveness of the meamng 
of the word ‘agm’ with the münasaka, yet, ın accordance with the rule 
arrived at ın connection with the word ‘arun@,’ as we find that there 1s 
a denotation (by the word ‘ Agu’) if there ıs some similarity (between 
that and the Boy), and none when there 1s no such sımılarıty,—and also 
that the word (‘Agnz’) ıs used also ın connection with things other 
than the Boy, when such things are found to have some sort of a sımılarıty 
with it, and not in connection with those that have no such similarıty,— 
1t is this similarığıy (to Agm) that ıs the necessary qualification, and as 
such ıt 1s this similarity that is the first to be denoted by the word 
‘ Agm’, then masmuch as the similarity to Agnz cannot be cognized until 
the Agm or Fire itself is cognized, the Fire comes to be expressed even 
before the Szmilarity , and all the rest (ın the sentence ‘agnirmanavakah’), 
being indicated by the relationship of that Sımılarıty (which mdicates the 
Boy as qualified by 1t), does not come to be spoken of as directly expressed, 
being, in this matter, just hke the Individual (which is held to be indicated 
as the correlative of the Class which 1s denoted by the word) And we 
have already explained that there are various common properties—such 
as brightness etc —belonging to the Fire and to the Boy 

Thus then, there bemg an actual difference between the Primary 
and the Secondary, 1t becomes necessary to proceed with the question 
started ın the present Adhikarana 

Thus then, together with the three alternatives of the secondary 
character spoken of under Sūtra I—1v—23, there are nme such alterna- 
tives as follows (1) Indicatmg something after wholly renouncing its 
own meaning, (2) a mixture of both, (3) assumption, (4) operating with 
the help of a companion word, (5) the two words taken together as one 
composite whole, (6) the whole taken as a sentence, (7) the lesser extent 
of its knowledge, (8) the lesser extent of usage, having shown the 
impossibility of admuittmg any of these eight alternatives, we have 
established (above) the ninth definition of the secondary character 

On the question started, we have the followmg 


PURVAPAKSHA 
‘“Tzasmuch as the word ıs always subservient to something else, 
“both the Primary and the Secondary meanings are equal, because 
133 
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“ nothing more ıs gained by the direct denotation of a word The advan- 
“tage gained by this view is that, when we find, ın the context of 
“ the Darca-Pi:namasa, certain mantras with the word ‘Pushan,’ we do 
“ not find ıt necessary to remove these mantras to another sacrifice, even 
“ though there ıs no such deity as Pūshan m the Darga Pirnamasa, 
“ because the word ‘ Püshan” ındneetly mdicates Agnt, which is a Deity 
€ ab that sacrifice, while if any preference were to be shown to the 
“ direct denotation of the word ‘ Pishan,’ thenit would be necessary to 

remove the mantras fiom the context in which they are actually men- 
“ tioned in the Veda In the same manner, inasmuch as the word 
“ “ Agni’? would indicate the “ Söryay the Injunction (that “the ectype 1s to 
“ be performed ın the same way as the archetype’) would be duly fol- 
“ lowed, even without changing the words of the mantra (1e the Saurya 
€ raru 1s a modification or ectype of the Agnéya caru, and the mantra laid 
“ down for the latter being ‘ agnayé tva etc’, when one comes to offer the 
“ Saurya caru, he employs the same mantra, but as the Deity 1s not 
“ Agm, but Sürya, ın this case he changes “ Agnayé tvā’ into ‘ Suryaya 
“tva’, and this change would not be necessary according to the Pūrva- 
“ paksha, asthe word “ Agm > would be as significant of Sörya as of Agm) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply Mantras become auxili- 
aries to sacrifices, only on account of their capability of expressing cer 
tain meanings, and when they have this purpose served by their direct 
Primary meanings, the acceptance of then secondaly meaning would m- 
volve the necessity of assuming another text 

That 1s to say, ın accordance with the law laid down under the Sūtra 
II—1--31, the Mantras, even ın therr direct significations, lead to the 
assumption of texts, pertainmg to their application And hence if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally aban- 
dons the primary, then ın both cases it wonld be necessary to assume 
Vedic texts And even while the mantra indicates the secondary meaning, 
1f ib denote, beforehand, its primary meaning also,—then, imasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over this primary meaning, when 
the text pertaimng to that meanıng has been once assumed, all the 
requirements of the mantra, of the sacrifice ın question, as also of the 
Injunctions regardmg the study of the Veda, will have been fulfilled by 
that text, and hence there would be no ground for assuming any other 
text, and the mantra could not be applied in its secondary sense 

Further, the recitation of the mantra having its purposes fulfilled 
(by its primary meaning), there would be nothing with its indicative 
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power unsuppiessed, which could point to its secondar y meaning, and 
hence the secondary meaning is rejected 

Then again, ın a case where it ıs the secondary meaning that is 
desired to be conveyed, why should the primary meaning be also signi- 
hed? It cannot be urged that this latter is signified, as without this the 
secondary would not be possible, because this latte could be got at by 
means of due pondering, etc 

If the two meanings were taken as optional alternatives, then, there 
being no permanence attaching to any one of them, in one case, the 
mantia would be wholly meaningless, and if the primary meaning were 
never lost sight of, then that would be a tacit admission of our view of the 
question 

And further, when the primayy meaning of the mantra has been 
duly cognized, it is not 11ght to makeat expressive of any other meaning , 
specially as the layıng down of the manira has its purposes seived by 
its primary meaning 

Thus then, the süfre should be mterpreted as follows Inasmuch 
as the auxiliary character of the mantras ıs based upon their capabılıty 
of expressing a meaning, they could be connected only with their original 
(piimary ) meanings, because that 1s the meaning with which they are 
eternally and inseparably connected 


Sitti (2) The Mantra, being a sanctificatory agent, could not 
apply to that which is not enjoined 


That the mantras of the Darca-Pirnumasa do not apply to Püshan, 
etc , which are not enjoined as its Deities, is only reasonable, because all 
sanctifications appertain to that which has to be sanctified, and hence the 
indicative power of the mantia, which is more authontative than the 
context, would make ıt applicable to Pishan etc and not to the Deities 
of the Duica-Pirnamasa 

Question “When these mantras have been removed from the place 
“ın which they are mentioned in the Veda, how could they be connected 
“with any Vedic actions? How too could the Indicative Power of the 
‘“mantias pertain to the Deity only, ın the absence of an indication 
“of then general applicability as subsidiaries to sacrifices ? ” 

Answer The mantras ın question are spoken of as “ Yagamunantrana’ , 
and this name would serve to connect them with sacrifices , and on account 
of the indicative power of the words of the Mantras, they come to be 
employed in those sacrifices alone, at which Pishdn etc are the Deities 
concerned 

That ıs to say, unless the mantras were related to a certain sacrifice, 
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they could not be called “ Yagamunantrana’, and hence it 1s this name 
that points, ın a general way, to the mantras bemg subsidiary to a sacri- 
fice And when we come to consider the question as to the particular 
sacrifice to which they should belong, masmuch as they could not belong 
to those to whom they are incapable of belonging, the indicative power 
of the words of the mantras themselves come fo: ward to point out their 
applicabihty to such sacrifices as are connected with the Deities directly 
denoted by the words of the mantra (" Püshan” and the hke) 
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ADHIKARANA (2) 


[The Andı: mantras apply to the Garhapatya ) 


Sütra (3) The Mantra could not be applied in its dire t 
hteral sense,—because of the subsequent direction 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the general rule arrived 
at ın the foregoing Adhikarana 

The sentence cited ın connection with this Adhrkarana 1s—‘mvépanah 
sangamano vasiindmilr andry garhapatyamupatishthaté’, and though this 
mantra 1s as applicable to the sacrificial fire (Garkapatya) as to Indra, yet, 
the special mention of ‘asndry@’ shows that it is to be taken ın its direct 
sense, applying to India Some people, however, take the present Adh- 
karana as based upon the sentence ‘kadā ca nastarırası India, ete’ 

In both these sentences, however, the question ıs the same, viz —Is 
the mantra to be taken ın its direct hteral meaning, and as such recited 
as descriptive of Indra ? or is it to be taken m its indirect meaning, and 
thereby applied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of the subsequent 
direction ? 

Even though we find the subsequent direction distinctly connecting 
the Mautra with the sacrificial Frie, yet the Doubt 1s quite mstifiable, 
because, as in the case of the word ‘arund@’ (vide Arunidhskarana), so 
here also, the sacrzficzal Fare 1s not capable of being connected with a manira 
speaking of Indra Then again, m the case of the word ‘arund,’ 1t was 
found that ıt was capable of being connected with the Purchase, through 
its qualification of the substance , in the present case, on the other hand, 
imasmuch as the relationship of a word with its meaning belongs to it 
naturally, and 1s not produced by any scriptural Injunction, the “görka- 
patya’ could not, m any way, be connected with the Mantra in question 
(the words whereof are found to be expressive of Indra) Because the 
word ‘Indra’ (in ‘ Aindryü”) can never denote the sacrificial Fire 

The sentence ın question should be taken as an myjunction of tke 
Description , because of the Aimanépada ending ın ‘ npatshthat®’, as, in 
accordance with Panini’s Sätra 1—ın— 25, the root upa-sthd with the Åt- 
manöpadu affix expresses an action ın which the mantra 1s an instrument, 
and apart from Description, there is no other Action in which a Mantra 
can be the instrument Thus then, if we take the word “ A:ndrya’ with 
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‘upatishthate, the Injunction should be recognized as one of the Deserip 

tion of Indra, while if the word ‘ upateshthaté’ be taken with ‘ garhapat 

yam, then the accusative ending in the latter word should make whe 
sacrificial Fire the object of description (by the Mantra) And which of 
these two constructions is co11ect, and which inco1rect, is extremely doubt 

ful Specially as the sacizfceal Fire is not known as another means of the 
Desciiption of Indra 

On the above question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“In accordance with the conclusion arrived at ın the foregoing 
“€ Adhtkasana, the Mantia must be taken as applying to the Descrzption of 
“India Then, as for the accusative ending in ‘gdrhapatyam,’ 1t could 
“ be taken as indicating other agencies, such as the Locative or the 
€ Ablatıve etc , just asın the case of the sentence ‘saktiin guhotr,’ the 
“accusative in ‘saktin’ is taken as indicating the Instrumental ,—sim1- 
‘larly in the case ın question, masmuch as the objectivity (expressed 
“by the Accusative) 1s found to be mcompatible, we can not attach 
“ any dnect significance to 1t, and must take it as indicating mere agency 
“aim general Consequently, ın accordance with the Sita VI—1—1, the 
“ sacrificial Pure (Garhapatya) becomes subsidiary to the Description (of 
“€ India) 

‘Says the Bhaohya— yadva@ upasthanarygohanam sambandhad gün- 
“ hapatyaşçabdah” Some people explain this sentence as meaning that 
“the word “ gürhapatya? indicates India Thus then, the word " gür ha- 
“ patyam’ becomes capable of being taken in two difterent ways (1) the 
“ Accusative ending may be taken in its mdirect and the basic noun in 
‘its direct sense, o (2) the basic noun may be taken as indicating 
“India, through the fact of both (the Fue and Indra) being accessories of 
“the saciifice, and the Accusative ending may be taken m its direct 
“sense of objectivity 

“The sentence of the Bhüshya in question however could be taken 
“as meaning that the sacrificial Fire is a qualification of the Description, 
€ —ı e, of the 1006 meaning apait from the denotation of the affix (in 
“ “upatishihate”) Thatis to say, what is incompatible is the fact of the 
“ Fore and the Mantra both per taming to the same Action ,1 e , the Fire can- 
“ not be the objective of that of which the Mantra 1s the instrument , and the 
“ Mantra cannot be the instrument of that of which the Fire is the objec- 
“tive Then in the word ‘upatihthaté, which is made up of a Verbal 
“ Root and an Affix, there are two functions mentioned the Root denoting 
“the etunding, and the Afhx expiessing Deser iption And we have al- 
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“ready explained the agency of the Fare with reference to the Deseription 
“and what is mentioned is the fact of the Fue being the direct objective 
“of that which is expressed by the affix Thus then, the meaning of the 
“ Injunction, contained in the sentence ın question, comes to be that, “one 
“should descrebe Indra while standing by the sac final Fue’ Though, 
“on account of the denotation of the Affix being the predominant fictor, 
“it would be proper for the Fire to be spoken of as the objective of that, 
“vet, on account of its inherent incapability of bemg such an objective, 
“4618 separated from that and taken as the objective of that action which 
“1g denoted by the verbal Root 

€ Por these reasons, the Mantra in question cannot be applied in its 
“direct primary signification ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply On account of the sub- 
sequent direction, the Mantra cannot be taken in its primary meaning 
Because when it becomes necessary to take one of the two—the Brühmana 
or the Vantra,—in its indirect secondary meaning, it is always the Mantra 
that 1s so taken, because this latte: is merely descriptive in its character 

Fo: mstance, in the case ın question, it is directly denoted hy the 
Accusative ending in ‘gdrhapatyam,’ that this Fire is the objective of the 
principal action expressed by the affix (in ‘upttsphaie’), and hence the 
Andri manira in question must be taken as to bo employed in the des- 
cnption of that Fire And then, if in consideration of the sabseqnent 
direction (‘aundry& garhapatyam upatishthaté’), the Mantra comes to love 
its primary sigaification, it must be accepted as an mnevitable fact Be- 
cause it 18 absolutely necessary to take athe: the 5)AAmana (aindrya 
gün hapatyam etc’) o) the mantra (‘nevéganah, etc’) in the indirect secon 
dary sense But, as for the Bröhmana, inasmuch as it embodies the Tnjunc- 
tion of something not mentioned elsewhere, it is the first to function, 
and hence ın a matte: which is not amenable to the authority of any other 
means of knowledge save the Vedic Injunction, such a Brahmant sentence 
cannot be taken in the secondary sense As for the Mantra, on the other 
hand, ıt ıs fonud to be deseriptive of things laid down in the Brdimana 
sentence, and hence ıt depends, for its functioning, upon that sentence , 
consequently it must be taken ın its indirect secondary signification, as 
apart fiom its primary meaning, which 1s incompatible with the Brah- 
mana sentence 

In this way we are saved from the contingency of taking the Accnsa- 
tive as indicating agency in general, whereby the Fire could be connected 
as a quahfication (as urged im the Pirvapaksha) Nor could the word 

gürhapatya” in any way be etymologically explained as denoting Indu, 
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consequently the word cannot but be taken in its universally recognized 
primary meaning of Fire 


Siitra (4) Even though the relationship of the word to its 
meaning ıs not created by scriptural injunctions, yet the 
Description in question would pertain to the Fire, in view 
of certain common properties 


Objection ““ As a matter of fact we find the mantra whoHy incap- 
“able of bemg applied to the Fire Because, in the first place, it involves 
“much trouble to take the word ‘Indra’ (ın the mantra) ın 1ts secon- 
“dary signification, and then too, inasmuch as there 1s not the least 
“similarity (between Indra and Fue), the word could not, even indirectly, 
“indicate the Fire Even a hundred directions could not make the word 
€ “ Indra’ capable of denoting the Fire Nər is ‘Indra’ atechnical name 
“for the Fire, like the technical name of “ guna’ given to ‘at’ and ‘én’, 
“ because the relationship of the word to its signification 1s not known to 
““ be based upon scriptural myunctions ” 

Reply tis quite possible for fire to be indirectly spoken of as 
‘Indra,’—(1) because of the connection (of both with the sacrifice), 
(2) because the word ‘Indra’ is made up of the root “unda” (which 
signifies supreme lordship), and the Fire also is the ‘supreme lord’ over 
its own actions (and as such it is quite capable of bemg called Indra’) 

Thus then, there bemg no other correct way of taking the mantra, 
we cannot but take it ın its secondary sense 


ADHIKARANA (3) 
[The mantras speaking of calling are to be employed in Calling 1 


Süt: a (5) “The same may be said to be the case with Calling ” 


We have dealt with the general rule that Mantras are to be taken in 
their primary sense, and also with an exception to this rule We now 
proceed to conside: which cases ue subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception 

1 here 1s a mantı a— Havishkit ahu etc’—-which speaks of the calling 
of the sacrificer’s wife, who prepares the offering material, dnd with re 
gard to this mantra, we have the following question Is it to be applied to 
that Callong, the mention of ‘threshing,’ in the direction accompanying the 
mantra (‘tte truavaghnan Ghvayat.’) beng explained as pomting out the 
time for the ‘calling ? Ol, on the strength of the direction, the mantra 
is to be apphed to the ‘threshing,’ which s the first to be mentioned in 
the Direction, and not to the ‘calling,’ to which it hterally pertains? It 
the duection be construed as ‘ havishkrt Ehi əf, avaghnan, G@hvayate’ (uhile 
threshing wth the mantia havehkit etc , he should call’), then the mantru 
becomes subsidiary to the Threshing Whule if it be construed as ‘ avayh 
nun etenühoayat? ete’ (‘while theshing, he calls wth the mantra’), the 
mantra becomes from its very words, connected with the “ Calling’, and 
then the Duection would be taken as laying down the number ‘three’ 
with reference to the manha to be 1ecited at the time of the Culliny, 
in this case the word ‘avayhnan’ being taken as indicating the time (of 
the threshing), and thus the Dnection does not abandon its true sig 
fication, and the mantra also is applied according to its direct signif 
cation 

On this question, then, we hive the tollowmg 


PÜRYAPAKSHA 


“On account of the duect mention of the ‘ Threshing and of the 
“ fact of the ‘ Calling’ beng mentioned by the word of the Munira itself, 
‘and lastly of the capability of the Threshing beng taken, somehow or 
“other as the ‘maken of the offermg material’ (Havashhrt),—the mantra 
“cannot be taken . its literal sense, specirily as, the property of 
“ ‘making the oftermg material’ belonging to the Thieshing also, the latter 
“could be indicated by the word ‘havishkrt’ m the mantra” 

134 
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SIDDHANTA 


Stra (6) Not so, as it is the Injunction of time, because it 
is actually known as such 


Inasmuch as the subsequent Dnection distinctly pertains to the 
three fold repetition 1t cannot be taken as laying down the Mantia, speci 
ally as the affix “çal” (in avay nan”) denotes a qualifying characte 
whe and itis this characteristic that is referred to un the Direction) 

lhat is to say, the word ‘utayhnun’ distinctly denotes the Agent as 
subservient to the Root-meaning, bemg connected with the qualifying 
characteristic (of Threshing, which forms that meaning), because such 
1s the force of the peculiar Present Participle Affix ‘ çah "—vide Pinn: 
111—n—126 And $husonı view of the case does not militate against the 
direct meaning of any word Consequently we must take the Direction 
as enjoming,the ‘three-foldness,’ with reference to all that has been said 
before (vız the calling, the reciting of the mintia, the Agent, etc , etc ), 
and nothing else, as all else wouid biing about a spht of the sentence 

Then as for the Teme, inasmuch as its existence is imphed by its 
own inherent capability, 16 cannot be taken ag enjomed by the Dnection 
in question, and what the sūha means by ‘ Injunction,’ is only mere 
‘mention’ ol ‘ Declaration? Specially because the ‘ Th) eshing’ itself has 
been enjoined ın the origmal Injunction ‘ vrehinavahanty? , but stall it 
comes to be pronounced thrice, by being tepeated thi ee times, consequently 
the Direction in question must be taken as enjoining this Repetztion, and 
under the circumstinces, 1t could not but be taken as enjoming the Tyme 
As we have already explained, ın connection with the direction “ yüva2?: 
viko'=bhyasah,’ that the Tıme and the Zepefhon are the cause of each 
other”s Injunction 

It has been uiged by the Pi: vapuksha, that “the Threshing could be 
taken as the “ Huveshhi t’ (maker of the offering material)” Aud to this, 
we make the followmg reply — 


Sutra (T) Because of the non existence of property 


In denying the application of the Mantra to the Thi esheng, on account 
of the non-existence, m it, of the property of ‘ Havishky t —v hat we 
mean 1s that ıt ıs not capable of being called (or addressed), which “ calling ’ 
is distinctly mentioned by the words of the mantra 

Or, the sūta may be taken to be an answer to an objection from out- 
side,—this objection bemg—‘ Inasmuch as the Duection pertains to 
“the three jold repetition, it cannot be taken as enjoming the Mantia 
“which latter can be taken as pertaimng to the “ Th eshing,’ through the 
“direct denotation of the words of the Mantra itself ” 
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In this case, the sense of the reply, embodied ın the sitra, would be 
as follows —Though you could, m some way or other, assume the Thresh- 
¿ng to be the ‘maker of the offering material, yet the subsequent word 
‘ahvayate’ (Calls) would be absolutely meaningless, m regard to the 
inanimate Thieshing And further, we find the Vocative case ending 
(in ‘ Havishkri’), and then an order or request (to come) contamed in the 
word “hü which is in the Second Person Singulair, all this would be 
absolutely meaningless if the Mantra were apphed to the Threshing On 
the other hand, when the Mantra 1s applied to the sacizficer s wife, who is 
an anim ite and intelligent being, all that has been indicated becomes appli- 
cable and useful, consequently the words of the Uantra cannot be accepted 
as applying 1t to the Threshing 


Sütra (8) Also, on account of the implications 


Close upon the sentence unde: consideration, we find the sentence 
‘Vaguvar haveshkrt, where we find the ‘maker of the offering material’ 
enlogised distinctly as a feminine characte: , and this would be applicable 
only to the sacrificer’s wife, as otherwise (if ıt were taken as applying 
to the Thiesheng), masmuch as the action (of Threshing) has not its 
gende: restricted to the femmme,—bemg as a matter of fact, of an m- 
perceptible gender,—the eulogy m question could be applied to if, only 
induectly, by applying the word ‘ Kriya’ (whichis m the Femmune gender) 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the mantra is subsidiary 
to the Calleng 


Sūtra (9) There would be an incompatibility of the Injunc- 
tion, if the mantra in question were taken as applying to 
Threshing 


Inasmuch as there are other mantia» distinctly laid down in connec 
tion with the Threshing, these would be incompatible with the Purvapaksha 
theory, while as the manta m question is the only onc that is laid down 
mn connection with the Calling, there would be no incongruity m its 
being applied to the Calling 
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ADHIKARANA (4) 
[The mantras speaking of Agniveharana are applicable to itself 1 


Süt: a (10) So also with ‘rising’ and ‘giving vent’ 


[In connection with the JyotushtoMa, we hnd the sentences, ‘ uthshtan 
ünvüha aquidaymin mhara; and ‘ratam binuta rte vdcam vsrjate’, and 
ın regad to these, there «rises a question as to whether the two manbas 
‘agnidagnin, etc” and ‘matan krnuta, ete’ are enjoined as applying to the 
"rısıng” and the ‘givmg vent to speech’, or these two latter are men 
tioned simply with the purpose of pointing out the time of the recitation 
of the two mantiay ] 

The present söbba is an Afidaça ira, and as such all that has been 
raid under the foregoing Adhzkarana is to be construed along with this 
also The only difference between the two cases is that im the previous 
Adhikurant, it vas the word (‘araghnan’) in the subsequent direction 
that was taken as pointing out the time, whereas the word taken as such 
ın the present mstance ocems m the Injunctive sentence itself 


PURVAPAKSHA 
“The basis of the present Purrapuksha les in the fact that in the 
“ case of the Duective sentence considered in the previous Adlakarana, 
“we found that ıt could not be taken as enjoimng the Manlia, because 
“ıt was taken up by the myunction of the thice told repetition, and the 
“case with the sentences im question 15 not go 
“ Says the Bhitishya— utthänënu aynuridhyaté* (the fire 1s brightened 
“up by 11sing), and the sense of this is that the Rising is spoken of in 
“the mantra, which thus would become subsidiary to the Rising, and 
“then the manta would cease to be duective (ın its signification), and 
‘hence there being no second persim to be addressed by the mantra (which 
“ has to be sımply recited by the saciifice. when ıısıng), the Imperative 
“athx in ‘whara’ will be taken in the sense of tame present, and the 
“agnivharuna (walking round the fire) will be done by the priest, and 
‘as such 16 would be quite possible for the Priest s Resing to be mentioned 
“by the mantra ın question, which is distinctly found to speak of other 
“actions of the same person 


“In the same manner, the sentence ‘eratan krnuta’ may be taken as 
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“speaking of ‘zak’ (speech’, jast like the sentence ‘rah trpyatu’, be- 
“ cause the speech being located in the mouth, the capability of the mouth 
“ to observe the penance (vata) could very well be attributed to the speech , 
“the sense of the sentence would thus be that “it is time to observe the 
“ penance of speech’ As for the Plural numbe: in ‘kinuta,’ it could he 
“ explamed as based upon the plurahty of speech due to the diversity of 
“ts location, m the Palate the Thioat, ete , ete 


SIDDHANTA 


hecuuse of the non-existence of property (Sutia 7)—thatis to say, mas 
much as the nen and the quing cent do not possess the qualifications 
mentioned in the mantras,—this latter could not be applied to them 
This 1s what is meant by the answer given in the Bhashya—that if the 
muntids were to be recited in connection with the rising and the gating 
tent, 1t would be so, only with a view to an imperceptible end And 
further, we shall explain late: on that the Second Person is not possible 
unless there 1s a certam direction 

Then as for the ‘ Lingua’ (Indicative word, spoken of in Süha 8), one 
could be easily found, on looking closely into the Vedic texts 

Lastly, there would also be an wcompatibility (of the Pürtapalshu 
theory) with a distenct Ingunction (Sütro 9), that ıs to say, we find a 
distinct mantra—‘yah paçünümə shabhah, etc ’—enjomed in connection with 
the ging vent to speech, and there would be an infringement of this 
Injunction, if the mantia ‘vatam, ete’ were applied to the same Action 


ADHIKARANA (5) 
(The Saktavaika 1s subsidiary to the Offering of the grass-bundle | 


Sütra (11) “In the Süktavaka we have the injunction of time, 
because ıt 18 subservient to the pu: pose of something else” 


[In connection with the Daiga-Piinamasa we find the sentence 
‘suktavikéna prastaram praharate’, and there arises the question as to 
whether this sentence lays down the Sö Afasdka as subsidiary to the Offering 
of the gi ass bundle, or it only indicates the Tıme And on this question we 
have the following— | 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The Suktavatka (1e, the mantra ‘Idam dyftvaprithevi, etc”) serves the 
“ purpose of pointing out the Deity, and the Prastara (the Bundle of 
“ grass) serves as the place for the keeping of the Sruk, and hence both of 
“ these, having then purposes served independently of each other, do not 
“ stand ın need of being related to each othe: by the relationship of the 
‘Primary and the Subsidiary ,—and hence the sentence must be taken as 
“ womnting out the Time The Instrumental ending im ‘ suktavakéna’ may 
“ be explained as indicating the qualification ( Pänım 11—m-—21) 

“The Bhashya speaks of the Bundle of grass having sis purpose fulfilled, 
“ and the sense of this is that masmuch as the Bundle of grass ıs the 
“ objective of the Piatipati:karma (offering of Disposal), it has a certain 
“predominance attaching to ıt, and as such ıt could not be taken as 
“subsidiary, either: to the Söktasöka, or to the Deity mentioned m the 
“ Suktavaka In the same manner the Saktavaka also, together with the 
‘Deity (therem mentioned), 1s not capable of being taken as subsidiary to 
“the Bundle of grass” 

SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (12). The sentence contains an Injunction (of the mantra 
with reference to the Offering of the Grass-Bundle) , as other- 
wise the name ‘Yajya@’ could not be applıed to it, without 
reason. 

In the sentence ‘ stktavaikéna prastaram praharat.’ we find that the 


Suktavdha 18 distinctly mentioned as connected with the actin (of 
Pruharana, offering), and the İnstiumentalıty thus distinctly mentioned 
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cannot be set aside, specially because of the great authority attaching to 
the signification of the case ending (in ‘ siktavakéna *) Thus then, the 
word “söktavüka” would, in its direct meaning, be connected with the 
Action , otherwise what would be connected with the action would be the 
tıme nduectly indicated by the Suktavaka And it is only the Süktavaka 
that 1s taken as subsidiary to the Action, and bemg thereby similar m 
characte: to the other subsidiaries of sacrifices, ıt becomes capable of 
having the name ‘yaya’ applıed to it ,—as is done in the declaration 
‘cuktavaka eva yü,yüçabdah” 

In connection with this last declaration, a side question is raised as 
to whether the Sökfarüka is areal Yaşyü, or the name ıs applied to ıt 
only figuratively The dıffereı ce made by these two is very great, foi 
instance, if it be a real Ydyya, all the accessory details laid down in 
connection with Yajyds would apply to the Süktav3ka also,—such details 
is are mentioned in the sentences, “ dsimd yapjatr,’ ‘anavinam yaşutı, 
“yü)yüöyü adh vashatkaiote, ‘puidnuvakyatica piathamam prayunkté’ 
while if the name were applied to ıt only by way of Praise, then none 
of the said details would have to be observed 

On this side question, we have the following Pai:rapaksha “AIl the 
“said details should be observed, because a ‘Yaya’ 18 that whereby 
“ a sacrifice is performed , and as a sacrifice is performed by means of the 
“ Suktavaka, there ıs no doubt as to this latte: being a real Yayya 

€ Against this, the following aigument might be urged ‘The femmine 
“ affix (an “ Yü?ya”) would not be compatible with the Saktavaka, which, 
“ not being a Rk, ıs devoid of the femimine characte: ” 

“ But this does not affect ou: position, because we find the name 
“© Yaya’ applied to the samad yüşyü, ete , which are not Rks 

“Then, ıt might be urged that—‘in the case of the sacmficial 
“ accessories, mentioned in the Yayurveda, we find that even though they 
“are accessories in the performance of sacrifices, they aie not called 
“ € yüyyös” , and hence the mere fact of being accessory in the performance 
“ of sacrifices cannot be sufficient ground for the application of the name 
“ Yaya, hence that alone should be accepted as Yöyyü, which is actually 
“ spoken of as ‘ Yayya’ 

€ But, in that case, inasmuch as we have the declaration ‘ sékiavaka eva 
“€ yüyyü” the said accessory details would certamly apply to the Siktasdka 
“ Nor can this declaration be taken as applying the name only figuratively , 
“ because we find the two quite proximate to each other—which 1s the 
“ principal basis of direct relationship 

“ Then again, the word ‘ y@jy@’ ıs a generic term , and as such could 
“not be taken as applying to certain definite things only, unless we had 
“a definition distinctly laid down (as governing its application) , and such 
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“ a, definition would be something like this ‘That which, mentioned in 
“the section on Homa, is found to be an auxinaty m the performance of 
‘saciifices, is Ya7ya@’, and this definition would be quite applicable to the 
“ Suktatüka Consequently, it must be admitted that the Süktavāka is a 
real Yü?yğ, and this name is duectly appli able to ib” 

In reply to this, we have the following S¢ddhanta arguments That 
mantra, by which the sacrificing priest offers the sacrifice to the Deity 
connected with that sacrifice, is the Yazya, because such is the univer- 
sally recognized fact And, as a matter of fact, the Saktavakais not such 
a mantra 

As a rule, ın all Primary sacrifices, everything connected with it is 
recognized as appearing in some such form as serves some useful purpose 
inthe action And as for the charicter of the ‘ Yüşyö, ıt ıs found to 
consist in the fact of a mantra being laid down as serving the purpose of 
pointing to the Deity of the offered maternal As for the Saéktavaka, it has 
not been mentioned, ın the orginative Injunction, as serving the purpose 
of pointing to the Deity of the giass bundle, as all that 1t does, 1s to men 
tion the Deities to whom offerings have been made 

It might be urged that the mdicative power of the words of the 
Suktasüka would be set aside by the superior authority of the Dnect 
Declaration (‘ sikiarakéna piastaram piuharatr’) 

But this ıs not possible, because we shall show ın the neat siétia, 
that the Direct Declaration of a text is incapable of restiicting the applica 
tion of the manira unless it is supported by the indications of the words 
of the mantra itself,—this incapability bemg as pronounced as that of 
the declaration ‘ agnin@ söücatı ” 

Thus, then, we cannot admut the Saktavdéha to be areal yaya Nor 
is there any such Yü?yö, as in which being contamed, the Saktavaka could 
take to itself the details laid down for the Fayya 

İt is a well-known fact that when an action has been previously 
recognized as a ‘saciifice,’ if a certain accessory of it happens to be men 
tioned subsequently, that Accessory becomes known as “ Yayyd ” And in 
the case ın question, we find that the offering of the grasə-bundle has never 
been cognized as a ‘sacrifice,’ before ıt came to be connected with the 
Suhtavaka (an the sentence ‘sikta.Gkéna piastaram praharat.’), and 
thus there would be a mutual interdependence the said offering bemg 
a sacrifice because of its connection with the Yaya in the shape of the 
Siuktuvaka, and this latte. bemg a Yajya because of its connection with 
the sacrafice in the shape of the offering of the gruss bundle 

This argument mght be met in the following manne. “Even 
“ without bemg named ‘ Yaya,’ the Sakiavaka, merely as such, could very 
“well be applied to the sacrifice, and then, it would become the Yaya, 
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“by reason of 1ts connection with the Offering (Praharana) in which the 
“ predominant element 1s the sacrificial character, which is pomted out by 
“its connection with the Deity mentioned in the Yaya@ mantra (and thus 
“there would be no mutual interdependence) ” 

To this we make the following reply That which has not been 
known as ‘ Yöşyö,” erther in the ornginative Injunction, or in its applica 
tion,— how could it ever, subsequently, be known as having that 
character ? 

That ıs to say, ıt 13 only such a word as ıs wholly unknown,—the 
word ‘yipa’ £1,—that can be taken ın a sense indicated by the use to 
which ıt ıs subsequently found to be put The word ‘ Yaya,’ however, 
ıs one that has its meaning well known, both at the time of the oiigma 
tive Injunction, and at that of its application, and as such it does not 
stand in need of any subsequently appearing character As for the ac- 
cessory details laid down in connection with the Fayya inasmuch is 
these are found to have acqmred an existence im connection with the 
previously known sacrifices, they could not stand in need of the Yajya 
character, which would be acquired with great difficulty It the Séktavtha 
were a modification of the Yüşyö, then its “yüyya” character would he as- 
ceitained by its functions, just as the yüpa character of the Par: dh: and 
the Khalévals As a matter of fact, however, if is a Primary m itself, 
and hence the knowledge of its qualifications (ot accessory details) could 
not depend upon its functions , and consequently the quahfications of the 
Yajya& could not apply to ıt 

Thus then, ın the declaration — siikéavtka éva yajya "—the word ‘eva’ 
ımplies the fact of the name being applied to the Séktavitka figuratively , 
because the use of that word would have been possible only in case the 
name “ Fayya’ were applied to something that is not Yaş yü, aid not when 
ıb was applied to a real Yajyya For instance, m the next sentence— 
‘Prastara Ghuth’—the Bhüshya does not use the word ‘gva’, for the 
simple reason that the Ahutrisreal Thatistosry, the word P.aharana” 
does not apply to all sacrifices, but it 18 distinctly a Homa, because +t 
consists of the actual throwiny i of the offermg also (and not a mere 
offermg) Justas the Aghara etc acqune the character of Homa bi cause 
of their consisting in the action of Pouring, so, in the same manner, the 
‘Praharana’ has that characte, on account of its consisting in the action 
of throwing n 

Then again, the name‘ Yaya’ 1s never meant to be directly applicable 
to the accessories of Homa, and the name 1s specially preclused from the 
Süktasöka, by the fact of this latter being a Nagada (Prose), which is 
recognized on account of its bemg repeated in the manner of Prose And 
the applicability of the name “ Yü??ü” to all nagadas has been distinctly 
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prohibited, in the declaration—‘ ayiijya eva mgadah,’ as it is with the help 
of Rk mantras alone that s.erifices are performed 

Though the name is thus piecluded, yet the Bhashya applies it, by 
way of eulogizing the Sik/avaka, as by bemg connected with the Yajya 
the Saktavika becomes highly praised No: can the declaration be 
taken as meant to be a glorification of both, —as in that case the glorifica- 
tion would be wholly groundless (because the basis of glorification lies in 
the fact of one of them being f superior to the other) 


Stra (13) It serves the purpose of indicating the Deities, 
because of its connection with them 


It has been argued above, ın the Pirvapaksha, that “ masmuch as 
the Saktavaka has its purpose duly fulfilled by the mdication of the Deity, 
ıb cannot be employed over again (in connection with the offering of the 
grass bundle) ” 

To this we make the following reply If the Direct Injunction and the 
Indication of the mantra words pointed to two distinct subsidiary charac- 
ters for the Süktavaka, then alone could there be a contradiction (and 
consequent rejection) of the latte: by the former As a matter of fact, 
however, both point to the same character, and as such there can be no 
contradiction 

Thatis to say, though it 1s quite true that the words of the Saktavaka 
itself point to the fact of its serving the purpose of indicating the Deity, 
yet this indicative capability does not disappea: from it, when it is em- 
ployed in connection with the offering of the grass-bundle, because in this 
latter ıt is not employed m any other way (than the one justified by the 
indications of the words) The fact is that the capability of the Sakta- 
vāka to indicate the Deity stands ın need of a reconciliation with the 
Direct Declaration “ siiktavakhena prastaram praharatc.’, and this latter 
Declaration also, funding the Suktavaka itself making no mention of the 
said oferimg,—anil finding itself incapable, ın the absence of such indica 
taveness (of the offering), of applying ıt to the said offerzng,—and yet not 
taking upon itself the responsibility of creating a fresh indicative potency, 
—keeps looking out fo. some such way m which the Saktavaka could be 
employed in the work mentioned by it, and yet not stepping beyond 
what 1s signified by the words of the mantra itself Now then, as a rule, 
a Mantra becomes subsidiary to a sacrifice, only when it speaks of either 
the Action itself, or certain accessories thereof And the very first way 
ın which it becomes related as a subsidiary 1s that the mantra should 
speak of the well-known form of the Primary Action itself, but when 
it 18 not found capable of speaking of any of the well-known details of the 
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sacitfice, then ıb 13 taken the other way ,—that 1s to say, we are led to 
the conclusion that ‘what 1s mentioned by this mantra 18 certamly present 
im this Action’, as otherwise 1t could not. be subsidiary to it, as is dis 
tanctly declared to be the case 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Direct Declaratıon—" Salta 
vükönd prastaram praharatı ’—addresses the mantra thus ‘ While express 
ing what you already do, please help in the accomplishment ot the 
Offering of the gras» bundle’, and the musta rephes m the followmg 
strain ‘I will do all that T can do, while mdicating the desired Deity ’ 
And if the Deities “desned ” were only those counected with previous sacit 
fices, then the mantra could not accord any help to the offereng (of the grass 
bundle), 1f however these very Deities were counected with this offering 
also, then, by indicating these, the Sükfeoğka would be according a dis 
tinct help to the accomplishment of the offering of the grass bundle 
These Deities too are not known as to be employed in any other capacity, 
save that of serving as Deities, and hence the Deities spoken of in the 
Söktasöka, could not be anything other than Deities, ın the said offering 
also Thns then, the substance “ grass-bundle” bemg spoken of as an 
offering maternal, and Agm and the rest (spoken of in the Suktavika) 
being Deities, the offerang comes to be known as a sacrifice, and it further 
comes to be recognized as the particular kind of sacmfice known as 
‘ Homa,’ because ıt consists of the further action of Throwing n 

And thus there 1s no contradiction between the Durect Declaration 
and the Indications of the mantra 

Thus then, the meaning of the sūtra comes to be this In the case 
of the Oferong also, the Siktavaka serves the purpose of andıcatıng the 
Derty , because the Offering 1s connected with the same Dertres 

And as for the pomtmg ont of the trme, this also would be done by 
the Siktavaka, by the way, because in the order that 1s laid down for the 
reciting of the mantras, the Siktavaka is known as appearing at a defimite 
time 

Says the Bhashya “ yadyaqmındam havirajushata ttyévamadyéva 
çrūyēta, etc, etc’ The sense of this is that even before the declaration 
‘ sölktasükena prastaram proharaiz,’ it is found that a portion of the Skta 
vāka mantra itself is capable of connecting it with the Offering mn question 
Though the capabilitv of the Mantra is equally applicable to all offering 
materials, yet, on the strength of the Direct Declaration in question, the 
sentence ‘ yadanéna havisha, etc’ must be taken as refering to the Bundle 
of grass Or it may be that from the very begining, the word ‘idam’ 
(this) refers to the grass-bundle, for the simple reason that the other 
materialsa—Purodaga and the hke—are not present at the time 

Nor can ıt be urged that, in that case, the word ‘ ajushata’ would be 
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meaningless Because all that it does ıs to eulogize it, as already known 
to have been respected and followed (accepted) 

Consequently there can be nothing mcongruous in the Saktavaka 
being subsidiary to the Offereng of the grass bundle 


Sütra (44) If it be urgedthat “the Action is a Pratipatti 
(an offering of Disposal) ” 


This sūtra may be taken either as recapitulating an objection, or as 
actually biinging forward the objection The sense of the objection is 
this “How could the Suktavdka, or the Deities Agni etc, be subsidiary 
“ £o the Offering of the grass bundle, which is a secondary action ? ” 

In 1eply to this we have the next sūtra 


Sutra (14A) Laike the Svishtakrt, it could be both (Yaga and 
Pratipatti) 


We have broken up Sūtra (14) of the Bhashya into two sūtras 
as this splitting has been indicated (as desirable) by all old teachers 

Just as the Svzshtakrt offering 1s both an independent sacrrfice, and 
a Disposal offering,—so, in the same manner, the Offerzny in question also 
would be both And the mantras would be subsidiary to this latter, 
exactly ın the same way as they are to the formeı 

And certainly the characte. of the Disposal offering is not incom 
patible with that of a sacrifice As what the sacrifice consists of is the 
bringing about of a ce: tain 1elationship ! etween the Deity and the Offer- 
ing material And when a certain action has been thus recognized as a 
sacrifice, then follows the consideration of the question as to whether it 
is a Disposal offering or an Independent sacrifice, and ıt comes to be 
tahen as the former, if ıt ıs found to fulfil the conditions laid down under 
Sütra 1V—u--19 Certainly there can be no incongruity in this 

Thus it ıs the Independent sacı ifice and the Disposal-offerng that are 
meant by the word ‘ ubhayasamshGra’ (in the siti a) 

Or, the sūtra may be taken as follows Just as the Svishktakrt offer 
ing 1s only meant to be a purification (.anskdra) of the substance, because 
the Spıshtakrt, having had its purposes fulfilled, s auxılary to Agni, and 
yet this offering does not lose its saciificial character,—so, in the same 
manuer, even though the two—the Sü/ tavdka and the grass-bundle—may 
have their purposes already fulfilled, yet they would be pur"ficatory of 
each other, and as brmgimg about a transcendental result by means of 
ther mutual restriction, the offerny of that grass bundle with that 
mantra would have the characte: of the sacrifice also 

Or, again, the sense of the sūtra may be this In the Suwshtakri 


SÜRTAVAKA SUBSIDIARY TO GRASS-BUNDI E OFFERING 1077 


also, we find the mani a—" uyddagnih, etc } which speaks of Deities, and 
hence this forms an instance of the mutual puryication spoken of above 

Nor 1s ıt necessary that the mantra cannot be subsidiary to a Dis- 
posal-offerng Because such an offering is distinctly seen to serve a 
useful purpose, and for the sake of the bringmg about of the transcen- 
dental result, proceeding from the Restriction laid down, 1t would certainly 
stand ın need of certain Vedic accessoires (in the shape of the mantra, etc ) 

And thus there can be nothing incongruons in applying the Saktavaka 
to the Offering of the giass-bundle 


ADHIKARANA (6) 
(The Siktardkas aie to be vpplied in accordance with then significations ] 


Sütra (15) “The whole is to be recited on both occasions, 
because ıt 18 enjoined as one complete whole” 


Reverting to the original subject of the Daz ga-Purnamdasa, we pioceed 
to consider the question as to whether the whole of the Siiktavaka is to be 
recited at the Darçe as well as at the Pūrnamāsa sacrifices, or portions of 
it are to be extracted ın the case of each of these, ın consideration of 
the Deities (connected with the sa: 11fices and spoken of by the Mantras) 

And on this question we have the followmg 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two sacrifices Be 
“cause it is the mantra, as 16 appears ın the text, that ıs called the 
“s Suktavaka” , and if extracts were made from it, it would cease to be 
“ Siktavaka , and hence in this latter case, the Offer: ng of the grass bundle 
“would be made with a mantra that 1s not Siktavdka (and that would be 
“an infrmgenent of the Injunction “ siktavakéna prastaram praharate’) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (16) It is to be employed in accordance with what it 
signifies, because it 1s the purification of an Auxihary 


That there are always extracts made out of such Mantras has been 
explained under the Stutagastrddhikarana (Satras 11——13-29) and the 
Pishadyanumantianddhikurana (Süt as XI1—ın-29) If the Deities men 
tioned in the Sök/avüko mantras were such as belonged to the offering of the 
grass bundle only, and were wholly d ferent from those belonging to the 
Darga and the Pirnamdasa sacrifices,—then ın that case, the whole of it 
could have been recited at each of the two sacrifices As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the mantras speak of the same Agm eto that are the 
deities of the sacrifices, and as such thereis no ground for making a 
difference (between the Deities of the Darga Pürnamüsa, and those spoken 
of in the mantras), we must admit that what the mantras do 1s 
simply to indicate the Deities to whom the sacrifices have been offered, and 
that the offerimg of the grass-bundle is not the sole motive cause of the 
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recitation of the Szktavaka For the simple reason that it is based upon 
the Deities that have beon employed at the Primary sacrifices (of the 
Darga and the Pörnamüsu ), ıt s concluded that the Sikiavtka, as well as 
the offering of the grass bundle, is subservient to those Primary sacrifices 
And as for these Primary sactifices, they are performed ın connection 
with their respective Deities, and not equally with all the Deities (of the 
Darga and the Pirnamisn) Consequently, of the Sülakaväka also, ıb 18 
necessary to make extracts (fitting in with the sacrifice at which 16 is to 
be recited ) 


Sütra (17) Objection ‘‘On account of the name (there could 
be no extracts) ” 


“Thatis to say, how could you explam the name ‘ Söktasüka” (which 
“ certainly could not apply to mere extracts from it)?” 


Siztra (18) Reply The word ‘complete whole’ would apply to 
the parts (of the mantra, recited on two different occasions) , 
because both would appear in the same Context (of the Darça 
Pirnam asa) 


There are two performances of the grass bundle offering , because 1t 
has to be performed at two different times—one on the occasion of the 
Darça and another on that of the Pé:namasa Consequently the whole 
name of ‘ Saktuvaka’ would apply to these two recitations on the two 
occasions (taken jointly) Because the whole of the Sakfavaka is known 
as an auxihary to both (the Darga and the Pirnamdsa), specially as 
both of these appear in the same context When, however, we consider 
the case of the grass-bundle offering alone, then the Süktasvüka comes to be 
recognized as connected with each of the constituent sacrifices,—just 
like the Prayanya, the Udayaniya, the Hküdaçınt and the Oflu vidhddhana 
And thus there ıs no incompatibility among the Direct: Declaration 
(‘sitktavakéua prastaram prahaiaty’), the Indications by the mantra words 
(of the sacrificial Deitics), and the Context (of the Darga-Parnamaea ) 


The above is the oxposition of the SiddAduta, as contained in the 
shiva But the Bhāshya tahes exception to that exposition, on the 
following grounds 

“What has been sard ubove w» not possible, because those that are 
“dependent upon comething else cannot be connected wilh the method of 
“ procedure That is to say, if the Injunction (of the Sakiavdta) were 
“with reference to the method of the Primay sacrifices (of the Dargu- 
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“€ Piinamasa), then, the whole of the Sitktavaka would be recited in 
“ connection with both (the Darga and the Pürnamüsa) 

“ That 1s to say, the Primary sacrifices are laid down with reference 
“to a certaın result, and not with reference to the method , consequently 
“ ib is only with regard to the Result,—and not with regard to the Method, 
€ —that they could be meant to be taken ın combination (with one 
“ another) Because it 1s the method that ıs laid down with reference to 
“the Primary saciifices, as otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it 
“ could not form an auxiliary to these sacrifices, and then, if the method 
“ be taken as enjoined, then ınasmuch as it would be wholly impossible 
“ for this method and the Primary sacrifices to be enjomed with reference 
“to each other,—as that would leave them wholly unconnected,—the 
“€ Method could not but be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary 
‘sacrifice And inasmuch as these Primary sacrifices are uddécyas (1e, 
“€ those with reference to whom something ıs enjomed), no significance 
“can be attached to their combination, which is denoted by the Dvandva 
“compound (‘Darca Pirnamastbhyim’) Consequently, the sentence 
“ layıng down the method being taken as complete with each one of those 
‘sacrifices, each of the Piimary saczifices must be accepted to be 
“connected with the whole of the method, and the performance also 
“coming to be done accordingly, inasmuch is each of the six Primary 
“sacrifices constituting the Darga and the Purnamdsa, performed at 
‘different points of time, would be complete in itself, the Recitation of 
“ the Suktavala would be done but once, and would apply to all the rest 
‘Thus then, though the Sikturaha may not be repeated with each of the 
“sıx Primary sacrifices—the Aynéya and the rest,—like the Prayaja, yet 
“the whole of ıt will have to be repeated once on the occasion of the 
“ Dün ço, as well as once on that of the Pirnumfsa As otherwise, the 
“ Prayüpa etc also would have to be performed in parts, for which there 
‘ would be no authority at all Consequently, on account of the superior 
“authority of Direct Declaration (‘sittavakena ete’), we should set 
‘ aside the Indications of the mantia words, and take the Söktovaka 
“(as apphed to the gras» bundle offering) eithe1 in an indirect secondary 
“sense, or as leading to certun imperceptible results, or as indicating, 
“ for the offering, other Deities (than those 1elated to the Daica-Piina 
“ müsa) 

“€ Question ‘When, as a matte: of fact, the combination (of the 
‘Darga and the Pūinamāsa) is lud down as the means of attaining the 
“result (Heaven), why should the method be connected with the con 
“stituent parts of these sacrifices, which patts are not the enjoined 
“ means to the Result ?” 

“ Anewer Inasmuch as each of the inherent parts of the sacrifice 1» 
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“ connected with the Result, how do you make out that 1t 1s the Combina- 
“ ton that brings about the Result ? 

“That ıs to say, the characte: of sacrifice inheres iu each of the 
“constituent sacrifices, and the root expressive of that (sacrifice) 
“ distinctly points to the fact of the potency of bmnging about the Result 
“ belonging to the sacrifices (forming the Darga Pürnamüsa) as depending 
“ upon one another 

““Objectxon ‘Inasmuch as the means to the Result ıs specified by a 
“compound name expressive of the Combination, the Root (‘yazı’) also 
“ would be taken as denoting the combined sacrifices ” 

“ Reply Not so, because ıt is the Name, that, depending upon the 
“ Root, applies to each of the saciifices (and the Root ıs not dependent 
“ upon the Name),—as we have alieady shown under the Paurnamdasya 
“dhikarana Consequently, even when the Root (“ ya?:”) occurs together 
“with a Name, all that is meant is that the constituents are companions, 
“and not that it is only a combination of them that can biing about the 
“ Result 

“ Objection ‘Thus then, just as the potency of bringing about the 
“ result belongs to the constituent parts as associated with one another, 
“ so, ın the same manner, the method also, as helping the accomplishment 
“ of that Result, would pertain to them as thus combined ’ 

“ Reply Not so, because, masmuch as the Combination appears to 
“ be spoken of m connection with a thing with reference to which some 
“thing else ıs enjomed,—it cannot be accepted as significant, with 
“ reference to the Method, because it 13 a very common occurrence that 
“ the same thing 1s regarded as significant in one place, and not im all 
“ places 

“€ Question ‘How 1s it possible that one and the same thing should, 
“at one and the same time, be the Predicated and also that with refer 
“ence to which something else 1s predicated ?” 

“ Answer We have already explained that such contingencies are 
“ quite possible, according as the thing im question is taken along with 
* one thing or the other 

“ Objection ‘Such a diversity would lead to a syntactical split” 

“ Reply Certainly, who is there that does not admit the sentence, 
€ _which lays down the method with reference te the Primary sacrifice, 
and which is inferred from the texts appearing ın the Context,—to be 
“ distinct (syntactically) from that which 1s directly mentioned (viz the 
“ sentence ‘ Darga Parnamasabhyam sim gakimo yaşeta”) 

“ Objection ‘The mutual combmation (of the constituent sacrifices), 
“ though meant for the accomphshment of the Result, would certamly 
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* force itself to attention at the time ofthe connection of the Method , and 
“ there would be nothing to set it aside ’ 

“ Reply Tt is true that it could not be set aside from mere cognition 
“ but ıt could very well be set aside from the Injunction Because, in this 
‘‘ case, certain intervening Injunctions being assumed as appearing after 
“the Injunction of the qualified Bhavana, the Agent, while becoming 
“ engaged in that element of the Action which brings about the Result, 
“comes to take up also the association (or combination) of actions, just 
“as (in the case of the Injunction ‘ Pagund yajéia) he takes up the 
“ songleness of the animal, but as regards the method-element of the 
“Primary sacrifices, masmuch as he does not take up these Primay 
“ sacrifices, he does not take up the combination of these ether , though 
“ he 18 engaged ın the subsidiary sacrifices combined together For these 
“ reasons, no siguificance can be attached to the Combination with reference 
“to the Method, just as none ıs attached to the singleness of the Vessel 
“ (ın the sentence ‘graham samma@rsht.’) And further, a single word, 
“expressive of the Piimaiy sacrifice, while 1efer1ing to the Primary 
‘sacrifice (Darca) foi the sike of the (injunction of) the subsidiary 
“ sacrifices, could not lay down the said combination, as that would 
“involve a dupheity of syntactical connection 

“ Thus then, ıt must be admitted that the method apphes to each of 
“the Piimaiy sacuifices, and the following ieasons are given for this 
“ (1) Because every one of them 1s equally nearly 1elated (to the method), 
“ (2) because every one of them is equally mentioned as the means to 
“the desned end, (3) because not one of them has any othe: method 
“laid down for itself, (4) because the Context, in the shape of the want 
“of the Procedure, 13 equally applıcable to every one of them, and 
“hence the whole Context must be taken as belonging to every one of 
“ them 

“Thus then, the position taken up in Süha 17 1emaims untouched ” 


Having, m the above manner, demolished the position taken up by 
the Siddhanta sūtra (18), the author of the Bhashya proceeds to lay down 
his own exposition of the Siddhdnta, ın the words—‘Ié os not so, ete’ 

That ıs to say, the Sihtacdka cannot be taken, either as applying 
indirectly (to the Offering in question), or as leading to an imperceptible 
Result, o as indicating other Deities, because all these contingencies 
have been shown to be impossible 

Consequently, we conclude that when extracts are made out of the 
Süktatüka, m accordance with the significations of its various parts, each 
of these extracts becomes a Sukzazaka , because there are many Suktuvdkas , 
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specially as we find that the varous mantras ‘Agmridam etc’ 
{constituting the Sikiavaka),—which are capable of indicating several 
Deities connected with different sacrifices, serving distinct purposes 
independently of one anothe:,—do not form a single sentence by being 
syntactically connected Hence it must be admitted that there are many 
Sultavakas (contained in the ‘Saktavaka’)—each of which is supplied 
with elliptical portions from that which precedes as also from that which 
follows 1t For instance,—(1) there 1s one Saktavika, beginning with the 
mantra ‘Idam dydvipi ihamı, etc” and ending with ‘agniridam, etc’, (2) 
while there 1s another beginning with ‘Idam dydvaprthivi, etc” and ending 
with ‘ soma adam, etc’ 

Thus then, we find that among these Sükfasükas, which differ with each 
different Deity, and which are amenable to the same procedure of recita- 
tion,—there are some that are recited as common to many And hence 
whichever of these may be recited at the Offering of the grass-bundle, the 
offering will have been done with the Suktuvadka (as declared ın the myuünc 
tion ‘sitkiarakéna prastaram praharat.’) Because, just as a single class 
ınheres ın many individuals, so in the same manner, the character of the 
Sihtavakha, which consists in being a “ well-sard saying,’ would inhere in 
every one of those recited And the word ‘sitkiavaka’ being thus found to 
be applicable to each of them, if those mantras, o1 words of mantras, that 
are found to be indicative of Deities not connected with the Action in 
course of performance, are not recited,—that does not constitute an in 
fiingement of any Dnect Declaration, what is mf:inged and rejected 
is the Context, but as this rejection is done on the superior strength of the 
Indicative Power of words and Syntactical Connection there is nothing 
objectionable in it 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that ve should make use of 
extracts from the Suktavaka 


ere AD A GORRA 


As a matte: of fact however, even this exposition of the Srddhanta 
is not quite right Because it is a, clearly perceptible fact that the 
whole forms a single sentence, as ıs shown by there being certain 
words that are to be used as common to all the mantras concerned , just 
as m the case of the sentence speaking of the Vazgvd@nara Then again, 
(for a number of sentences to be taken as syntactically connected) it is not 
necessary that every one of the words of one sentence sheuld stand ın 
need of the connection with those of the other sentence, as even if a 
single word happens to connect a number of sentences, they are taken to 
gether as one sentence For instance, ın the case of the sentence ‘ arunaya 
pingakshya ekahüyanyü, etc’ we find that, even though these words are 
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not connected with one another, yet all of them being connected with the 
single word ‘ kiindis, are taken as syntactically connected In the same 
manner, ın the case in question all the mantras are found to be connected 
with the words ‘yadanéna havshā agishté, etc”, and as such they must 
be taken as syntactically connected and forming a single sentence And 
then agai, all of them are found to set ve the same prupose of indicating 
the sacrificial Deities, and there are certain words that are common to 
many,—which fact makes them dependent upon portions of one another 

Fox these reasons, 16 must be admitted that though every one of the 
sentences 1s complete within itself, as regards its meaning,—yet, mas- 
much as they are all enjoined with reference to the Offering (of the grass 
bundle), all of then: combined should be taken as foxming a single sen- 
tence 

If each of them were a distanct sentence by itself, then we would 
have the following anomalies (1) each of them would have to be recited 
separately, because at the tıme of the performance the Deity is the princi- 
pal factor, just as in the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Dakshina, etc, 
and (2) inasmuch as the singulai number (in ‘ sükcasdköna”) would be 
significant with reference to the offering of the grass bundle, its require- 
ments would be fulfilled by the recitation of any one of the sentences 

Thus then, ıt must be admitted that the whole of the Suktavdka forms 
a single sentence, and it becomes necessary for us to explain why the 
whole of it is not to be recited (in the Darga as well as in the Pürnas 
mäsa) 

We offe: the following explanation Wo find that the word ‘ water’ 
18 applıcable to a drop as well as to a combination of drops, for the sımple 
reason that water 1s a substance made up of many constituent parts The 
same may be said to be the case with the word ‘ siktavaka’ 

That ıs to say, from its capabilities, as well 18 from the purposes 
served by it, the Saktuvaka 1s recognized as having the following charac- 
ter Its a sentence, which contains words expressive of Deities connect- 
ed with the performance, which abounds with common words applying 
ou all sides, and which serves the purpose of pointing out the sacrificial 
Deities And thus (while reciting the Suktavaka), as soon as one has 
uttered the word expressing one Deity, those expressive of the many 
Deities pertaming to the Primary and Subsidiary sacrifices also become 
expressed as implied by the use of the words that are commonly appl 
cable to all, and the whole of the Sahtavaka becomes recited (by the 
utterance of that single word) Specially as the actual utterance of the 
words expressive of Deities not connected with the sacrifice in hand 
would be an ‘al sard saying’ (‘ Duruktavaka —and not a ‘ SüktasakaÇ 
uell-sard sayıng) 
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Thus then, we conclude that ın the Darga, as well as ın the Paina 
masa, sacrifices, the Suktavaka to be 1ecited is only that much which 
contains the words pomting ont the Deities of each sacrifice,—such recita 
tion being quite ın keeping with law and reason , just like the recitation 
ot the mantras in which certain elliptical portions are sn pphed from ont 
of othe: mantras, and hence, it ıs the recitation of the whole Sūktavāka 
that would constitute an infringement of the Dnect Declaration (“ sukta 
vakéna etc) as the utterance of words denoting things not connected 
with the sacrifice in hand would be an “ill said,’ and not a ‘ well said,’ 
‘saying’ (vāka) 

In the same manner, the grass-bundle offering also, when done with 
the Suktavaka as it happens to exist at the time (re asit appears at 
the time of the Darga or at that of the Pirnamisa), becomes, by this, 
performed, as ıt were, by the whole Sahtavaka and there 1» no incon 
gruity in this 

Thus then, the Saktaraka must be taken s: having three forms (1) 
one that appears in the actual text of the Veda, (2) that which ıt has, 
at the tıme of the actual performance of sacirfices, on the occasion of the 
Primary sacrifices, and (3) that which it has, at the time of the perform- 
ance of the Subsidiary saciifices (1) As ıt appears in the text, it 1s 
held to pertain to all the Deities of the Primary sacrifices , because during 
the repetition of the text, if one were to recite it in any other form, he 
would destroy the text altogether (2) When recited along with the 
Primary ones of the Combined sacrifices, we use them as pertaining to 
ceitain Deities chosen out of the rest (3) And im connection with the 
Subsidiary modifications of sacrifices, it has its words (such as “ Agnı, etc) 
changed into ‘Saya’ and the lıke (ın accordance with the character of 
the purtıcular Subsidiuy in hand) In all these cases, however we have 
the Sūktarāha, appearing of course in the forms above ascertained And 
it loses the characte: of the ‘ Süktarāka’ ( TVell-sasd saying) only when it 
speaks of things unconnected with the Action m hand 

lhe Bnasiya also must be taken as accepting the multipheity of the 
single Siktardka, as is shown by its assertion that there can be as many 
Siktacakas as there ue Deities 

The Sitra also may be tahen thus ‘In connection with both, the 
word “ whole-s%ktavaka’ is applicable, ın only so much as it mentions the 
Deities connected with each, because the Context 1s the same” 

And thus, in reality, the Siddiantu exposition given by us does not 
differ from that contained in the Süf a, o1 fiom that given im the Bhashya 


ADHIKARANA (7) 


[The sections dealing with the Kamyayajyanuvakya belong to the 
Kamyas only | 


Sutra (19) On account of the Indicative Power, the Order of 
sequence and the Name, the mention (of the Yajyapuronu- 
vakya) would be in connection with the kamya sacrifices 


We find the L@mya sacrifices (1e those performed with a view to 
certain desirable results )—Aimndiāgna and the rest—laid down im a 
definite order of sequence , and we also find laid down, in the same order, 
certain Yayyapu onuraky& Oouplets, associated with the name ‘kamya,’ and 
pertaining to the same deities (India, Agni etc) as those of the kamya 
sacrifices 

And ın regard to these, there arises the question as to whether these 
Couplets, from their indicative power, are to be employed, miespective of 
the orde: ın which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to be connected with those Deities,—oi they are to be employed only in 
the aforesaid kümyd sacrifices, ın the same order in which these latter are 
mentioned. 

The Bhashya has cited many examples, only with a view to show the 
various instances to which the several specifications in the Sütia apply 


PURVAPAKSHA 


On the above question, the Parvapaksha 1s that— The couplets, through 
“ their Indicative power, are to be employed in all the sacrifices that 
“ have those Deities ” 
SIDDHANTA 


As against the above Pirvapaksha, we have the following arguments 
Unless a certain mantra is connected with a sacrifice, its Indicatrve Power 
alone cannot apply it to any saciifice, and ın the case in question we find 
that that which connects the couplets ın question with sacrifices, also 
distinctly shows that they belong to the said kamya sacrifices 

That 1s to say, all that the Indicative Power of the Mantra could do 
would be to connect ıt with a certain Deity But no useful purpose is 
served by the mantra used for the sole purpose of pointing out the form 
of the Deity The fact of the Mantia being connected with a sacrifice, or 
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with the Deity connected with the sacrifice, cannot be expressed by Indica- 
tive Power alone, mdependently of Syntactical Connection, Context, 
ete Nor can it be known, from Indicative Power alone, in which part of 
the sacrifice the Mantra is to be employed For these reasons, ıt becomes 
necessary to have recourse to the agency of Name, as by means of the 
Name ıs shown the connection of the mantra with the sacrifice, as well 
as the particular function of the Mantia For imstance, in the case in 
question, the name of the couplets 18 “ Yayya@,’ which, denoting that whereby 
a sacrafice is performed, distinctly connects the couplet with a Sacraftce , 
and 1t also establishes the furthe: fact of the Couplet serving the purpose 
of accomplishing the offering of the material This being done by the 
Name, the further question, as to the particular sacrifice with which the 
couplets are connected, 13 settled by the Indicative Power of the Couplets, 
which shows that they are connected with those sacrifices that are 
connected with the Deities indicated by the couplets 

Obşecion “This does not quite prove what is desired (by the 
“ Siddhanta) ” 

Reply How 1sitnot proved, when the Name, “ Kamyam yap yükündamy 
distinctly restricts the application of the couplets 1u question to the kamya 
sacrifices ” 

And futher, even if the Name merely pointed out the connection 
of the couplets with sacrefice ın general, such universal application 
(authorized by Name) would be set aside by the stronger authority ot 
the Order (of sequence) Consequently ib must be admitted that the 
couplets are mentioned as connected with the kdmya saciifices 

The Bhashya raises the question—“ Why should the Sūtra have men 
“ troned both? Thatis to say, the fact of the couplets bemg connected 
‘with the kümya sacrifices is established by the Indicative Power of the 
“couplets as helped by the Order of their sequence, or the very Name 
“ alone (of the couplets) proves all that ıs desired by the Sıddhānta , and 
‘under the circumstances, why should the süfra have mentioned both 
“ < Indicative Power’ (longa) and ‘Order of sequence’ (kiama) ?” 

The reply to thisis as follows It ıs true that the Indscatere Power 
and the Order of the couplets would establish thew applicability to the 
Aindiagna and other sacrifices, because the verses in question, being 
Yüyyünucükyüs, could not be used ın any othe: sacrifice , but there are cer- 
tain other saciitices,—the Agnéya, for instance, —laid down by such sen- 
tences ‘ Aynayé vratapatayé, etc’, and ın these sacrifices there are two 
places fo. the Rk verses—one ın connection with the mention of Agm, 
where they appear in the character of the Samidhént (literally ‘that with 
which fuel 1s supplied to the Fne’), and another, where they appear as the 
Yapydnuvakyd , and as for the Samidhem verses, they stand ın need of two 
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verses, m order to make up the ‘seventeen’ which is the number en?omed 
ın connection with them, and ın regard to these latter sacrifices (the 
Agnéya ete ), if we do not admit the Name to be the means of controlling 
the application of the verses, then, masmuch as the Indicative Power 
and the Order of sequence would apply to the Sdmzdhém verses also,—and 
as there would be no ground for rejecting that which 1s the first to 
present itself,—the couplets ın question would all be applied to the 
operating of the SömədAönə (1e the mention of Fne) This application, 
however, ıs set aside by the Name ( Yajyanuvakya ’) 

Objection “In that case, the Sūtra should mention Name only what 
‘is the use of mentioning the two, Indicatwe Power and O), der of Sequence?” 

Reply What you say would have been quite 11ght, if the couplets 
speaking of the Deities of the sacrifices laid down were exactly of the 
same number as the sacrifices themselves , as a matte: of fact, however, we 
find that, ın the order of the Action, which has a Deity other than Agni, 
and which is filled up with a Yapyanuvdkya@ ın keeping with its form, — 
there are mentioned certain verses pertaining to Agni, and if these were to 
be applied in accordance with their Name only, then they would be apphed 
to the operation of the Yazyā (1u connection with other Deities than Agn1) 
As a matter of fact, however, such application of the veises is not 
possible, (1) because there 1s a diversity of the Indicative Power (of the 
verse with the Deities other than Agni) , and (2) because the application 
of the verses pertaming to Agni is set aside by the other verses that are 
mndıcatıve of the same other Deities Consequently there would be no 
application of the verses pertaming to Agni (if the application depended 
upon the Name alone) When, however, we accept the Indiwatie Power, 
as also the Order of Sequence (as controlling the application of mantras), 
then, when the Name will have ceased fanctioning (afte: having pointed 
out the fact of the verses being connected with a sacrifice), the application 
of the verse would be defined by means of their Indicative Power and the 
Order of their sequence, and thus the verses pertaining to Agni would 
become applied to the Sdmidhénz 

The Bhashya shows a case where what ıs said above actually happens 
The Yaüş,yüpuromudkyü couplets of the Agnivaruni sacrifice having been 
mentioned,—before the couplets of the Somaraudri sacııfices have been 
mentioned,—we find mentioned the Manu verses, and these latter verses 
become the Dhayyā verses of the Samidhéni The same ıs the case with 
the Prthupajavati verses , as m the case of these also, we find that the 
former 1s recognized as pertaining to the latte: sacrifice, because, as 
against the order of the Sdmzdhénz, it is mentioned afte: the Yayya- 
puronuvakyd verses 

Tf we did not have 1ecouise to the Order of Sequence, then, thiough 
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Indicative Power and Name alone, the first verse pertaiming to Indra and 
Agni would become applied to the second Atndrdgna sacmfice, and the 
second verse would be applied to the first sacrifice When, however, the 
Order of Sequence steps mn, masmuch as it connects the verses with the 
sacrifice, long before the Name comes ın, it controls the Indicative Power 
in the assumption of the corroborative text,—and hence 1s avoided any 
such application as 1s not m keeping with the Order of Sequence 

Thos then, there 1s nothing incongruous or objectionable in the 
composition of the sūtra 
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ADHIKARANA (8) 
(The mantras of the Context are applicable to the Aguidhropasthana | 


Sitra (20) “The injunction of mantras in a certain connection, 
would pertain to those also that do not appear in the context , 
because all are equally laid down (as auxiliaries to sacri 
fices) ” 


In connection with the Jyoteshtoma we find that there are certain 
mantras—such as ‘Agna öyühə efc’—specially laid down as making up 
certain Songs and Hymns, and then again, we find such general injunctions 
as ‘ Aynéyya agnidh:amupatishthate ” 

And in connection with this latter Injunction, there arises the 
qnestion as to (1) whether the Agn@yi verses to be employed ın the 
Agnidhropasthana are those wholly apart from the former mantras (t Agna 
ayāh, etc’), (2) or, this upasthana may be done either with those very 
mantras, or with others , (3) or, lastly, ıt is to be done with those very 
mantras only That there are these three alternative views on the ques 
tion is shown by the text 

As a matter of fact, however, there 1s no basis fo. the first of these 
views—that the verses to be employed are those alone that are not 
mentioned ın the Context Because, all that the Pérvapakshe can, with 
great effort, establish ıs that we should apply both those that are found 
ın the Context as well as those that are not so found, and there 1s 
nothing to prove that the latter alone are to be employed Specially as 
the only reason that could be brought forward ın support of the employ 
ment of the verses not in the Context would lie in the fact of the name 
“ Agnéyi’ applying to these also, but this reason would equally apply to 
the verses appearing in the Context also, and there ıs no reason by which 
these latter could be excluded Nor has the Bhashya mentioned the three 
alternative theories , as the only theory that ıt speaks of, by means of the 
word ‘ aprakria’ without the qualifying ‘ apı, is that the wpasthina ıs to 
be done with the verses appearmg in the context, as well as those not 
appearing init Anditis the absence of the qualifying ‘ap’ (“also”) 
that has led people to believe that ıt speaks of the application of only 
those that do not appear m the context But the argument that could be 
brought forvard ın favour of this theory would also establish the theory 
that both kinds of Agnéy: verses are to be employed, and this will be 
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explained below, by the Bhashya also, in the vrords— aprakri@’m 
pratyayo bhavats, pəakrtamapyupüduran” 

If, however, 1t be considered absolutely necessary to have the third 
alternative theory, then the following would be the arguments ın its 
favour, which would be acceptable to the ultra-or thodox Crotriya 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


(1) “The verses appearing ın the Context having been utilized 
‘ elsewhere, they will have become too stale to be used ın the said 
“ qpasthüna (2) The Injunction ‘Agnéyya agüdhə amupatishthaté’ 18 
“a general one, while the Injunctions of the special Agnay: verses (‘Agna 
“ āyāh etc’) are particular ones, and as a rule a general rule can 
“ operate only by laying aside the particular rules If these latter were 
“ not taken as particular Injunctions, then the two Injunctions would be 
“egual, and as such could not serve as the basis for the present Adh 
“karana Consequently, then, we should employ, m the upasthana, only 
“ those verses that are not in the Context” 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


“The words ‘Agnéy:’ and the rest being common to all Agnéy: 
“ verges, the word ‘Agnéyya’ (ın ‘ Aynéyya agnīdhram etc’) denotes all the 
“ verses (those mentioned ın the context as well as those not mentioned 
“ m it), nor do we find any peculiarity mentioned which could point, 
“ specially, to those alone that appeat ın the Context, because, as for the 
“ Context, all that ıt can do 1s to lead to the inclusion of the verses, and 
“it cannot serve the purposes of specification , and as for the Psozimeiy,— 
‘ which constitutes what, ın ordinary parlance, is known as Context,—it 
is get aside by the idea brought about by the Direct Mention of the 
“word ‘Agnéyi’? which literally apples equally to all the verses in 
“question, and hence the injunction must be taken as laying down all 
“ Agnéyr verses (those in the Context as well as those not ın 16) 

“Says the Bhashya Upadsshtopadéco hı na nyayyah evangatiyakasya 
“The word ‘ upadsshtopadégak’ must be taken as = ‘upadishtasyaiva 
“ ypadégah, and ‘évanjatiyakasya” 18 = vigeshanarahitasya , the sense 
“ being that when such verses without qualifications have been laid down 
“ once, it is not right for them to be l ud down again 

“ Question ‘ Kathanjatryakasya?’ This question emanates from the 
“ Siddhdnt:, and what it means is this ‘Even in the absence of specifica- 
“ tions, there ıs a ground for par ticularization, in the shape of the Context’ 

“The Səddhünt?s opponent says— Why do you put thes question, when 
€ you have the Indscateve Power of the verses themselves as regulating their 
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“ application? In this the opponent brings forward an argument which, 
“ really supporting his own position, is said in a way as if it were meant 
“€ by the Sıddhāntı as one m favour of specialization The word ‘ Indica 
“ tive Power’ (‘Iringa’) that is used in this sentence is not in the sense of 
“ the Power of indicating the Deity, which will be spoken of later on,— 
“ but m the sense of the Power of the Verbal affix, or the Power of being 
‘enjoined by that affix, because the Bhāshya spoaks of the absence of 
“Injnnction when the potency of that Affix has been spent up 

“Then says the Bhashya Nasau sümünyöna langéna anyatropadéca- 
“c marhaf, That is to say the distinctive feature of the word ‘Agm’ 
“beng common to all the verses, there ıs an idea of all these, and as 
“there ıs no distinct specifying feature, we can have no idea of any 
“particular Mantra If a specifyimg feature be admitted, then, in 
“ accordance with the Law relating to the Nervapalambha of the Darga- 
“ Pürnamüsa, the specification must be done by the Indicative potency 
(of the Verbal Affix), which speaks of the performability of the action 
“This Indicative Potency is precluded from the Dagataya verses , and as 
“such could be admitted as specifying the particular Agnëyı verses to be 
“employed This specification is shown by the Bhashya, in the sentence 
“ t ygna anénawvamlingéna étatkarote, which means that the Agnzdhropas 
“thana is to be done by such Agnéyi verses as are singled out as bemg 
“ en)omed by means of the verbal affix, which dnects that ‘ 1t is to be done 
“ by such mantras as are indicative of Agm or Indra ” But in this case, 
“the Injanctive word bemg taken up by the said specification, there 
“would be no Injunction of any thing at all If, on the other hand, the 
“ sentence be taken as enjorning the upasthāna to be done by the Agnéy: 
“etc, then there would be no specification, and hence we could take up 
“any Agnéy: verse at random Thus then, what the Sıddhānta would 
“have ıs the Injunction of the specified gey? which has already 
“ been once enjomed, and this would be wholly unwarranted, and most 
“ objectionable 

“Thus then, through the power of the verse, to indicate the Denties, 
“ Agn: etc, apart from any mention of performabilety, the Dagataya verses 
“ (speaking of Agni) also would come to be employed (in the upasthina 
‘an question) 

“ Quesiton, emanating from the standpoint of the Srddhanti ‘On 
“the strength of the Context, we could certamly admit those only that 
“appear in the context’ 

“ Answer Indicative Powe: (Linga) t» more authoritative than the 
‘ Contest By the word ‘ Longa” (‘Indicative Power’) in this sentence 18 
“ meant the Direct Declaration which 1s literally connected with the dis 
‘“tinguishing feature of the Deity,—and not mere Power Henceforth, 
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“the word ‘Langa,’ appearing in many places, is to be taken m this 
“ gense 

“ Obyechon Verodhé sah, etc That ısto say, then there would be 
“a contradiction (of the Irga with the Prakarana) if we were to admit 
“ such a, verse, out of those appearing ın the context, as 18 not related to 
€ Agni, when, however, the verse that we admıt ıs one that 1s related to 
“ Agm, we follow both the Linga and the Prakarana It ıs in this way 
“that we have explained the compatibility of Direct Declaration with 
“ Syntactical Connection,—under the Tadbhutadhikarana (I—1—25) ’ 

“Reply It ıs not so That is to say, when the Dagataya verses also 
“appear as optional alternatives (for the said Agnöyz verses), ıt is not 
“right to reject them, 1u consideration of the Context Consequently it 1s 
“not right to follow both (the Zunga and the Prakarana) 

“Then the Sıddhantı (m the Bhashya,) adds—‘ Taliingavatta anönü- 
‘nugeahitavya The sense of this is that, the genetic character inhermg, 
“ın its entirety, m each of the individuals, the admission of all Agnayi 
“ verses ın general would pertain also to the particular Agnéyi verse that 
“appears in the Context, and as such there would be no contradiction in 
“ the case at all, consequently, masmuch as the sentence with the Indica- 
“tive Potency pertains to the generic character (of the Agn@yi), and as the 
“Context only brings forward the much-wanted particular verse possess 
“mg that generic character, there ıs no incompatibility in the co inherence 
“€ of these two , and as such, there can be no şeyection (of any thing, on 
“the strength of the Context) ’ 

“1 The reply given to the above (ın the Bhishya) 18 that though the 
“ admısszon of the Agnéyt mantra in the context would mot cause an wnfringe- 
“ ment of the Contest, and would also be in keeping with the Indicative 
“ Power,—yet there ıs no doubt that some other idea given rise to by the same 
“ Indicative Power (1e, the idea of the admission of the Dagataya verses) 
“well have to be rejected as false | The sense of this reply ıs that mas- 
“ much as the word ‘Agnéyi’ denotes all the mdividual Agnéyi verses, the 
“ word “ Agneyyü” points to the admissibility of the Dagataya verses also, 
“consequently if, on the strength of the Context, those Agnöyı verses 
“ alone that are mentioned ın the Context should be admıtted, then the 
“ Düçataya verses would be set aside,—and this would lead to contradiction 
“t between the Context and the Indicative Power 

“The Seddhünt. obyects— But the Individual is never denoted by the 
“word Agnéyi (and hence the word Agnéyya would not denote the szdən- 

‘ dual Agneyı verses)’ This objection is meant to strike at the very basis 
“ of the reply just given 

“The reply to this, however, is that we do not yet guite hnow tf what 

" nertains to the case in question zs the generic character of having the 


1094: TANTRA-VARTIKA ADHI 1I—PADA 11—abHI (8) 


“ Indicative Power in question 'Lhat 1s to say, if m the present case, the 
“ denotation of the ındıvıdual Agnéyi verses were as umprobable as that 
“of the dividual cows, then, masmuch as the Injunction (in “ Agneyyü 
“ agnidhramupatishthaté’) would be one of the Agnéyi ın general, there 
“would be nothing meongruous in the admission of those Agnéyi verses 
“ that appear ın the context,—even though such admission would involve 
“the acceptance of certain particular individual verses not directly men 
“tioned ın the Injunction (according to you) If, on the other hand, the 
“ word ‘ Agnéyya’ be taken as denoting the individual verse characterized 
“by a mention of the deity Agni,—then, if we were to restrict ourselves 
o to those Agnéyt verses alone that appear in the Context, we would be re- 
‘yecting one portion of the idea arising from the Direct Denotation of the 
“word (1e the admissibility of the Agnéyt veises not mentioned ın the 
“ Context, such as the Dagataya) This would be all the more objection- 
‘able, because, as a matter of fact, in the case ın question (1e m the 
“ upasthüna of the Agnīdhra), 1b 18 the Indeordual Agnéyi—and not any 
generic entity—that 1s the means to 1ts accomplishment 

“ Question ‘Does the author of the Bhāshya now mean to reject the 
“ denotabılıby of the generic entity, established in the Akriyadhikarana ? 

c Ansuer Certainly not, because all that the Bhashya means to prove 
“ here is that the generic entity cannot be an auxihary (to the sacrifice) 
“ This is the explanation given by some people But this explanation 1s 
“ scarcely right Because in that case (the denotability of the generic 
“entity beg admitted), mismuch as the Individual verses would not be 
“mentioned by the sentence in question, there would be nothing incongru 
“ ous in the rejection of every one of the individual verses Consequently 
o we must take the Bhashya to mean that ıt denies the denotabılıty of the 
“ generic entity, as with particular reference to the verses appeating ın the 
“ Context 

“As a matte: of fact, the word “ Agnéyi’ is denotative of the 
“ İndividual, because of its signification bemg based upon its etymology, 
“and as such it can never be denotative of the genetic entity İn fact, m 
“the case ın question, no generic entity 18 cognized, because the word 
“  Agnöyi” applies to many verses, of various different metres, on the 
‘basis of the fact of the Deity spoken of in them being one and the same 
“For instance, ın the two verses ‘Agna öyühə vitayé, etc” aud * Agnim 
“ hotüram, ete’ (known as Agnéyz), we do not find any common element, 
“and we find that what ıs invariably concomitant with the name 
“« e Agneyi, 1s the relationship of the Deity Agm, and nothing else, not 
“ even the generic character of bezng a verse, as the name 1s applicable to 
“Actions and Substances also (£ 1 we have ‘Agneya purodüça” and 
ee Agnéyi ühüüh?) In view of this the Bhüshya has said that the only 
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“ common element rs the Dewy As for this relatronshep (of the Deity), 
though that too ıs a common element, yet the Bhashya has not men 

“tioned ıt, because it is not directly expressed by the word, being only 
“implied by ıt And inasmuch as that Deity would be common to all 
“ Agneyt verses, there would be no endlessness or wncongi wty (as has been 
“found to be the case with the denotabılıty of Individuals) 

“And the reason for this is that, though, ın the word ‘ Agnayi,’ the 
“ qualıfyıng (Agni) 1s the first to be denoted (by the basic noun Agm’), 
“yet, masmuch as the denotative potency of the base ıs distinct from 
“ that of the afix, there would be nothing incongruons in the denotation, 
“ by the affix, of the qualzfied (verse) Tn a case, however, where the same 
“ word (‘ga’ f 1) 18 used to denote both (the gualz/yzng Class as well as 
“the qualified Individual), there can be no denotation of the qualified In 
“ the case of the word “ Ayn2yz,’ on the othe: hand, we find that the woud 
“c Agni,’ which denotes the qualifying (Deity), is never used in the sense 
“ of the qualified (verse), nor ıs the word “ Agnéy:,’ which denotes the 
‘ qualified, ever used in ‘he sense of the qualifying Deity, and hence the 

same word could not be extended to the qualined If the word denoted 

‘the qualifying Deity alone, then, masmuch as that would fulfil all the 
‘requirements of the case, there would be no 1eason for admitting the 
‘ qualified 

“For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the word m question. 
“ denotes the Ind.viduals , as we have explainel above, in connection with 
‘the words ‘ Pingöksh:” and ‘Ekah@yant’ And hence, in certain cases 
“ we could admit the verses mentioned in the Context also 

“€ Objectson—with reference to an assertion made in course of Pūrva 
“ paksha, (A) —‘ I has been asserted above that, inasmuch as the verses 
“appearing wm the Context have been lard down for anothe: purpose, they 
“ could not be meant to be lard down in connection with the upasthdna in ques 
“tion Thats to say, the Parvapakshs himself has declared that no stale 
“ verges could be admitted ’ 

“The reply given to this is from the standpoint of Pirvapaksha (B) 
“ What we meant to say was that 1f the verses mentioned in the Context 
‘ alone were taken as laid down, then there would be an incongruity in 
“the shape of the same affix (ın ‘ Agnéyi’) simultaneously serving the two 
“ purposes, of enjoming and endrcateng (the verses as those mentioned in 
“the Context), whereas ın accordance with our view, those are not the 
“only Agnéyi verses to be employed in the sıpösfAöna ın question, but 
“others also, as the word makes no specification , and hence there would 
“not be the said incongruity 

“ Ob?ectxon—emanatıng from one who cannot brook an infringement, 
“ without reason, of the Context ‘ Your theory 18 open to the great objection, 
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“that ot as not om keeping with both, the İndacatıve Power and the 
“€ Context’ 

“ The reply to this is that the Direct Declaration connected with tne 
€ Tndicativeness of the Deity is much stronger in its authority (than the 
“ Context) 

“Says the Bhashya—And further, at is not necessary to follow the 
“ Indicative Power, in the shape of the literal Declaration, as well as the 
o Context ‘This is meant as a general rebuff to the extremely objection 
“able popular idea that both are to be respected As a matter of fact, in 
“ the case of all authoritative means of knowledge, the Persons concerned 
“ take up the objects of cognition, not with a view to help or respect those 
“ means, but for the sole purpose of helping themselves (in their 
“knowledge of the things concerned) 

o Question ‘What do you mean by this ?’ 

o Answer What we mean is this When the same means of cogni- 
“tion 18 found to be applied to a number of things, if it happens to be 
“ respected with regard to any one of these, ıt ıs taken as having its 
“ requirements fulfilled, and the othe: things, even if of use in accom 
“ phishing certain ends of the man, would not be admitted (if the mere 
“ respecting of the means of Cognition were the sole motive) , and further, 
“ when a man would have performed a certain action calculated to bring 
€ about a certain desirable result (the text laymg down that Action 
“ will have been duly respected ın this single performance, and) he would 
“ not perform the Aciton again, even if he desired a further supply of the 
“ same desirable result Hence, it must be admitted that we should reject 
“ the necessity of respecting the means of knowledge, and confine our 
“ selves to the helping of ourselves by the actions (cognized by those 
“ means) And thus the word ‘ Agnéy:’ must be admitted to be not 
“ indicative of any particular Agnéyi verses 

“Says the Bhashya The Context r8 not to be followed, because rt ıs 
“ contradictory to the dea produced by the Innga And m this sentence, 
“€ the word ‘ Innga ” must be taken as used in the sense of the Indicative 
‘< power pertaining to no particular verses And the sūtra also, when speak 
“ ıng of the admissibility of verses other than those ın the Oonteat, must 
“ not be taken as restricting the admıssıbılıty to those alone, it 
“ mentions those only, because there 1s no difference of opinion as to the 
“ admissibility of those that are ın the Context (and which therefore 
“ needs no reiteration) ” 
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SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (21) Only those mentioned in the Context (are meant 
to be admitted), because of the Context and reasons 


The word ‘tadakhya’ means ‘that which is spoken of (ın the Context) 
as admussible’, or ‘that which is spoken of as belonging to the sacrifice 
under treatment (1e the Jyotwshtoma) Itis such a verse that is to be 
admitted, because what the sentence (‘ Agnéyya etc’) lays down 18 a 
particular function that the mantra ıs to serve in connection with a 
sacrifice, and as a rule the Injunction of the particular is always based 
upon that of the general 

That ıs to say, inthe sentence in question, the upasthina is not laid 
down as due to the form of the Agnidhra himself, nor isit an independent 
action, leading to a certain desirable result, because no such result is 
mentioned ın connection with 16, hence ıt must be admıtted that the 
upasthüna 1s performed with a view to help in the accomplishment of the 
Apirva resulting from the Jyotishtoma saciifice And consequently the 
sentence in question comes to be taken as laying down a particular action 
in connection with the Jyotishtoma The injunction of this particular 
action could be possible only when there was a general Action already 
enjoined , and then if the same sentence (‘ dgnéyya etc’) were to lay down 
the connection of the Agnéyi verses with the general as well as the part: 
cular action, then there would be a syntactical split 

Objection “The sentence ın question (‘ Agnéyyd etc”) lays down the 
“connection of the verses with the particular Action, while that with 
“ the Action ın general would be established by the Context ” 

Reply True, it would be established by the Context, but not without 
having assumed a Vedic text (in support of the indication of the Context) 
(some such text as ‘ By this Verse we must do somethiug connected with 
the Jyotushioma’), but no such text can be assumed, when there already 
exists a text (vız “ Agneyyü etc, which establishes the connection of 
the verse with the Agnidhra who forms an integral factor of the Jyotish 
toma) 

Objection € The sentence in question having laid down the particular 
‘relationship, the general would be implied by that itself” 

Reply Not so, because Implication is equal to the Context (ın the 
pomt of authority) And again,if the general connection with the 
Jyotsshtoma were an invariable concomitant followimg on the wake of the 
establishment of the connection of the verse with the Agnidhra,—ain the 
same way as satisfaction follows on the wake of a hearty meal,—then, in 
that case, there would be no necessity of calling upon a scriptural text 
(pomtang to that connection) As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
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the general connection with the Jyotishioma appears long before that with 
the Agnidhra, because this latter being a mere substance, no results are to 
follow fiom a connection of the verse with this And hence, masmuch 
as that general connection would not be possible without a scriptural text, 
the trouble of having to assume a non-existing text would remain as 
before Then again, imasmuch as the connection spoken of in the sentence 
in question 1s capable of being met with m the matter of ordinary worldly 
actions also, ıt could not necessaiily connect the verse with the sacrifice 
(Jyotistoma) Thus too, it would be necessary to assume a Vedic text, on 
the strength of the Context 

It ıs in such cases as the above that the authority of “Apparent 
Inconsistency ” comes ın, and this “ Apprient Inconsistency ” is admitted 
only when there 1s no other way of explaining the imconsistency, Hence, 
in the case in question, “Apparent Inconsistency” could justify the 
assumption of a Vedic text, only if, without such a text, the declaration 
of the particular connection (in the sentence “ Agneyyü etc’) were found 
to be inconsistent As a matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Declaration ın question is quite consistent, as asserting what it directly 
does, something in 1egard to the veises, that have then general connec- 
tion (with the sacrifice ın hand) already established (by the direct 
enumeration of the verses ın connection with that sacrifice—the Jyotish- 
toma), and having its requirements fulfilled by that, ıt does not have 
recourse to the cumbrous method of assuming a text that does not 
exist 

This is what is meant by the Bhaishya when it says—The sentence an 
question cannot be taken as pointing out the functioning of the verses in 
connection with the Jyotishtoma, as that has been already laid down else- 
uhere For instance, just as when the Kendling of Fue has already been 
laid down m such sentences as ‘Vasanté Brühmano ‘gninddadhiia,’ the 
subsequent texts liymg down saerifices leading to definite results (f 1 
‘Agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah’) are taken, not as implymg an ın- 
junction of the said Kindling of Fire, but as merely laying down those 
sacrifices for those who have duly performed the said Kindlang ,—so,1n the 
same manner, what the sentence ın question means 1s that m the upas- 
thöna m question, only those Agnéyi verses are to be employed, that have 
been connected with the Jyoteshtoma 

Other wise, if if were held to lay down the employment of only those 
that are not mentioned in the Context (as held by Pirvapaksha A), then, 
inasmuch as ın the face of other possible solutions, the connection of such 
verses could not be accepted by the Vedic texts, the burden, quite gratuı 
tously and groundlessly assumed, would be too heavy to be safely 
carried 
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If (an accordance with Paöpcapaksha B), it be taken as laymg down 
the employment of those in the Context, as well as those not ın 1t,—then, 
it would be necessary, in one case (that pertaınıng to the verses mention 
ed in the Context), to take the sentence as specializing their connection 
that had been already generally mentioned, while in the other (that 
pertamıng to the verses not ın the Context), ıt will have to be taken as 
laying down both the general and the special connection And this 
diversity would lead to a syntactical sphit 

And if we admit only those that are mentioned in the Context, then 
we are saved from all the said undesirable contingencies And m this, 
there ıs a further advantage,—viz that on accountof the proximity (of 
the Injunctive affix with the verses mentioned im the same Context), it 
does not become necessary to carly that affix very far from its context 

Objection “In the Context also there ıs no such general connection 
“mentioned, as ıs wanted, and even if it were there, masmuch as ıt 
“ would point to the verses bemg employed in othe: purposes, the utilizing 
“of itin the Upasth@na in question would be most incompatible ” 

Reply “his does not affect our position, because we do actually 
make use (ın the Upasthina) of such verses as have been utilized else 
where 

Objection “In that case, the assertion of the general connection 
“would become incompatible with what you say ’ 

Reply Why should it be incompatible, when, as a matter of fact, the 
general 18 involved in all particulars? Consequently what we would 
do (in the case ın question) would be to leave off the specialities of the 
general connection (as laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma), 
which could be of no use in the case of other particulars,—and to 
accept only the general feature of that connection, which has been 
established, through those specialities and there would be no incongruity 
in this 

The Bhashya has declared that—sf independently of the Context, the 
Digataya verses were laid down by the sentence an question, then there would 
be a syntactical split, asin that case the sentence could only be construed 
as— Upasthünam kuryüt, tacca evamlingéna’ But such ‘syntactical 
splits’ would be inevitable in all quahfed Injunctions, f 1 even the 
sentence “ Soména yajéta’ could be construed only as—‘ Yügam kuryñt, 
tacca soména’ Nor ıs the qualified Injunction in question known asa 
whit less important than the other qualified Injunctions,—as, equally with 
the rest, ıt lays down something quite new Specially as, in accordance 
with the Seddhanta also, inasmuch as no other indicatıve power (save 
that pertaining to the Derty) 1s admitted, the addition of ‘tacca évam- 
lungéna’ 18 as necessary as ın accordance with the Parvapaksha , as even 
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the verse mentioned in the Context could not apply to the Upasthana, if 
it had not that Indicative Power 

Consequently the “ Syntactıcal split,” mvolved in the Pérvapaksha, 
should be explained as shown before And in that case, ın the Bhashya 
passage just quoted, the first portion—‘ Upasthdnam kurgüt”—ıs to be 
taken as pomting out a particular action xn connection with the Jyotish- 
foma, and the second portion—‘ tacca évamlingéna ’—as pointing, indepen 
dently of the Context, to the connection (of that Action) with the Mantra 
characterized by the Power of Indicatang that Deity whose connection 
with the Jyoteshtoma has already been laid down 


If, ın order to avoid the Syntactical Split shown against him, the 
opponent should take the sentence as merely laying down the conneg@bion 
of the verse with the directly mentfoned Agnidhropasthana,—then, to that 
explanation we offer the following reply 


Sütra (22) The Injunction, in that case, would be wholly use 
less , because of its non-connection with a fruitful action, as 
the Upasth@na 1s not fruitful 


Objectton “The sentence in question would, from the Content, help the 
“ Jyotshtoma,—that is to say, the general connection of the verse being 
“ obtained from elsewhere ” 

In reply to this, the Bhashya shows that the general connection would 
not be possible, unless ıt were distinctly enjomed If the sentence meant 
a direct declaration of the Upasthana with the Jyotshtoma, then 1t could 
have been taken along with the Jyoteshfoma When, however, the 
sentence 1s taken as laying down, by a qualified Injunction, the connection 
of the verse with reference to the Upasthana,—without laying down the 
connection of this latter with the Jyotishtoma,—then, what the injunction 
comes to 18 that the vese 1s to bo employed in an ordinazy worldly 
Upasthüna, (not ın connection with any Vedic sacrifice) not leading to any 
desirable results,—such an injunction being got at by the rejection of the 
Context which haa had no corroborative text assumed ın its support, and 
which, for this reason, 1s unable to give any idea of a particular connec 
tion (of the verse with a particular Upasthana connected with the Vedic 
saciifice of Jyotshtoma) In accordance with our view, on the other 
hand, inasmuch as the verses will have been already taken up before 
hand by the Jyotushtoma, they could not apply to any other action (out 
side the pale of that sacrifice), and thus the Injunction would lay down 
something useful (the Upasthina performed with the mantras, along 
with the Jyotshioma, serving the useful purpose of helping ın the 
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accomplishment of the Result of that saerifice), and further, this way of 
interpreting the sentence 1s very much simpler Or, there may be shown 
another simplicity ın our view of the case according to us what is laid 
down 1s the connection of the auxiharies of the Jyotishtoma, in the shape 
of the Agnidhra ete with the instrumental accessories, m the shape of 
the Verses, and this Injunction would be with reference to the Upasthana 


Sutra (23) And further, all mantras are already enjoined 


It has been argued above that the Agnzyi verses mentioned m the 
Context of the Jyofishtoma will have been already used ın connection with 
that sacrifice, and hence bemg stale, could not 11ghtly be employed in 
connection with the Upastha@na in question 

But this ıs not correct, (1) because the text itself lays down a stale 
verse, and (2) because the subordinate position of the mantra makes ıt 
capable of bemg repeated (with general actions),—there would be no 
incongruity in the application of the said verses to both (the Jyotishtoma 
proper and the Upasthana connected with it) For this reason, we can 
not accept the sentence to admit of the construction ‘ Yénawamlingéna 
kuryat’ (as shown in the Pürcapaksha) Also because all mantras are 
such as have been already enjomed, ın connection with some action or 
other, (and hence all mantras would be equally stale) 

Then, ıt has been urged above that the verse would be particularized 
by the Injunctive affix (in ‘ Upatishthét’) But inasmuch as the neces 
sary particularization is got at by other means, such an assertion can only 
shine as an irrelevant assumption For even if we could specify the 
verses by means of the Injunctive affix, we could not avoid the admis 
sibility of all the verses ın question, because every one of them 18 
enjouned (and as such specified by the Injunctive affix), either as forming 
part of the Vedic təxt to be studied, or as occurring in the Brahmayajitas, 
or as formmg a pat of the Vacastobha and the Apmnavastha Conse 
quently ıt cannot be rightly asserted that the specification would be done 
by the (Injunctive) verb, as even after such a specification, there would 
be nothing to set aside the idea of the admissibility of all the verses ın 
question 

Thus then, fo. the very simple reason of there bemg no “ Apparent 
Inconsistency ” (to justify the Indicative Power in leading to the assump 
tion of a Vedic text), it must be admitted that, in the Upasthana of the 


Agnidhra, we are to employ only those Agnéyi verses that are found to be 
mentioned in the Context 


ADHIKARANA (9) 


[ The Bhaksha Mantras are to be employed in the Holding etc, 
in accordance with their Indicati:e Power ) 


Soztya (24) “On account of its Indicative Power and Name, 
the Anuvaka must be taken as applying to the Bhaksha”’ 


[ We find the Bhaksha mantra laid down as follows ‘ Bhakshé ha ma 


vice , he vaso purovaso bahubhyam saghyadsam, urcakshantva déva 
atakhyésham, hinva mé mö me’ vanonaibhimategah, mandrabhabhutih 
kétuk tr pyate, gayatracchandasah Indrapitasya bhakshaya 


mi | The Bhashya has quoted the whole mantra, with a view to show 
which word im it 1s capable of what use, as will be discussed in the next 
fou AdfukarGnus As a matter of fact, just as ın the case of the Sükta 
väka, the vrords ‘ Pratassavanah etc / as also the “Yasumadgüna etc,’ that 
aie eulogised as qualified by them,—so in the mantra unde: consideration 
also, the ‘gd@yatiacchandah etc,’ and also ‘Indrapita etc,’ are to be 
used, separately, according to their several sigmifications 

Though such is the fact, yet, ın connection with the Mantra, there 
naturally arises the question as to whether the whole Anuvaka is to be 
used in the ‘ Eating,’ or different parts of ıt are to be used ın connection 
with “ Holding,’ “Seemg ” and ‘ Proper Digestion,’ as may be found to be 
indicated by the words of the several sentences 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch as itis the Hatug alone that is enjoined,—as the word 
€ “bhakshayaim:’ m the Anuvala itself distinctly indicates that Hatung,— 
“as the whole of the Anuvaka, bemg held between the two words 
€ “bhakahe” and ‘ bhakshayüma) cannot possibly pertain to anything else, 
“—and, lastly, as, ın accordance with the Sūtra 1X—ı—87, the Holding 
“ete also being mere concomitants of the principal action of Hating, the 
“whole Anūvāka is capable of being taken as a single sentence syntacti 
“cally connected,—the Anuvdka must be taken as to be used, in its 
“complete form, in connection with the Fating 

“ The following objection is here raised ‘(a) The first sentence of 
“the Anuvaka~ Bhakshehe ete —ıs quite applicable to the Hating, but 
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“ (0) the next sentence—from vaso elc. down to saghydsam—clearly 
“ pertains to the Holding; though the root saght (in saghydsam) being 
“laid down in the sense of killing, the word saghydsam is not clearly 
“expressive of Holding; yet, inasmuch as the instruments mentioned in 
‘eonnection with the action are the Arms (bdkubhyim), the word saghya- 
«sam, like the word nirvapati, indicates the Halding ; and it isa well-known 
“fact that a single root has many significations; or lastly, it may be that 
“the killing meant is that which is done by holding; (o) then again, the 
“sentence beginning with urcakshasam is found to be applicable to seezny 
“or looking into; though the root cakah?A is laid down in the sense of 
“making an audible sound, yet in usage, it is found to be expressive of 
“mere iliuminalion ; hence the word nreakshas comes to mean one echo 
“ds well known among men; and in the word ‘avakhyésham’ also has its” 
“origin in the root cakshin; and though the change that this root 
“undergoes is into the form khyäñ, yet it is changed into hyg (as a 
“Vedic form); consequently the sentence must be taken as pertain- 
“ing to seeing; (ad) in the same manner, tho’ sentence ‘Ainea më ete.’ 
“must be taken as pertaining to the proper digestion of the Soma, as 
“it is only when properly digested that it can make the body healthy, 
‘and not pass off below the navei. And thus the whole cannot be taken 
“as a single sentence (pertaining to Haling alone); as that would be 
“Incompatible with the indications of the sentences as shown above.’ 

«o this we make the following reply: All these--Holding ete.— 
“coming as they all do, before and after the Wating, must be taken as 
“ qualifying concomitants of this latter; and hence if the whole Anuvdka 
“were taken as indicative of the Hating as qualified by them, these 
“€ qualifications also would be indicated by implication; and thus there 
“would be no incongruity in the whole being used in connection with 
“ the single action of Hating. Though it isa fact that the Holding ete. 
“do not abandon their predominance, and are directly expressed by the 
‘words of the maniras,— and as such the mantras should be taken as 
“ pointing to these,—yet, inasmuch as no useful purpose would be served 
“ by pointing to that which has not been enjoined, it is more reasonable to 
‘take them as concomitant auxiliaries to that which is enjoined (i.e, the 
4 Hating); as we have explained in connection with the Nirvdpa Manira. 
“ For these reasons it must be admitted that our view is not incompatible 
“ with the indications of the Mantras. 

“There is yet another argument in favour of onr view—viz. that it 
‘ig in keeping with the name “ Bhukehfinuvika’ that is given to the 
“whole. 

“Objection: ‘The Name that controls the applicability of mantras is 
“that which is found mentioned in the Veda; ond as for the name 
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“ < Bhakshdnuvaka,’ ıt 18 not found mentioned in the Veda, and as such 
“ib can not be rightly taken as controlling the applicabihty of the 
“ Anuvaka’ 

“Reply A means of knowledge, whether ıt be Vedic or pertaimmg 
‘to the ordinary world, iş accepted as authoritative, with reference to the 
“subject it deals with, only if ib is found to be free from discrepancies , 
“and as a matte: of fact, there are no discrepancies ın the Name in 
“ question (as controlling the applicability of the Mantra) 

“That is to say, Just as the authoritativeness of the Veda rests upon 
“ the fact of 1ts bemg free from all discrepancies attaching to the speaker, 
“so too would be the authoritative characte: of a Name found in the 
‘ordinary world , as this latter is as eternal ın 1ts application as the Veda 
“ Nor can the ordinary usage of the Name be relegated to the realms of 
“ the ‘Blind tollowing the Blind,’ because the Name (‘ Bhakshanuvahka)’ as 
“well as the named (the Anuvaka) ıs clearly perceptible, for certainly 
“no imperceptibility attaches to the Anuvaka, as ıt does to the fact 
“of the Agnihotra being the means to the attainment of Heaven Con 
“sequently the mere fact of the Anuvdka being recognized as called by 
“the name ‘ Bhaksh@nuvaka’ must be accepted as sufficient authority for 
“the correctness of the name, ıt ıs for this reason that whenever we 
‘come across this particular Auuvāka, the name “ Bhakshanuvaka’ always 
“comes up to our mind, and the compound “ Bhakshdnuvaka’ bemg ex- 
“pounded as ‘bhakshasya anuvakah,’ distinctly pomts to the fact of the 
“ Aniivaka being connected with Eatıng And thus whenever these two 
“(the Anuvaka and the Hating) present themselves to our mind, it 
“becomes at once apparent that they bear some sort of a mutual relation 
“ship, and it 1s this general relationship that becomes specified by their 
“mutual requirements That is to say, the Hating stands in need of 
‘something that would recall ıt to the mind of the sacrificial performer, 
“and the Anuvāka stands in need of something that it should indicate , 
“and both of these bemg thus circumstanced, inasmuch as they are found 
“to be capable of supplying each othex’s need, the Indicator and the 
‘Indicated become connected with each other, and this connection is 
“ enyomed by the sentence laying down the performance of the Primary 
“ Action with all its details And thus too the whole of the Anuvaka m 
“question comes to be recognized as to be employed in the Eating” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (25) The rest 1s to be taken apart, because of the actions 
(Holding ete ) being enjoined, by means of the peculiar form 
of the Mantras and also by the injunction (of Eating itself) 
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The disjunction of the mantras ıs to be explamed mn the manner 
mndıcated m the first objection against the Parvapaksha, that 18 to say, 
on the ground of the direct significations of the mantras themselves : 
specially as the fact of the whole Anuvika being synta tically connected 
is set aside by the “ pecnhar form of the mantras’—1e by their Indicative 
Power and Context, which distinctly point to Holding etc 

Objection “The fact of the whole being syntactically connected 
‘with Eating is also based upon the Indicative Power of the Mantras” 

Reply True, yet that Indicative Power is very much weaker, in its 
authority, on account of its bemg much farther removed from Direct 
Declaration That ıs fo say, the Indicative Power pertaining to the 
Holding etc directly leads to the assumption of the corroborative Vedic 
text, and thereby quickly points to the applicability of the mantra , 
while ın the othe: case, in the first mstance, ıt would he necessary to 
assume the fact of the whole being syntactically connected,—then through 
Indication, to assume the existence of the power im the whole to indicate 
the single action of Hateng,—and then the corroborative text, and thus 
in this case the Vedic text 1s very much farther removed than in the 
former case Consequently, the Hatinmy being found to be directly 
connected with the first sentence of the Anuvaka, which happens to be 
most proximate to it, and the other sentences bemg found to be capable 
of applymg to the other actions (Holding etc ), these latter are taken 
apart from the sentence pertaining to the Eating 

Objection “There ıs not much useful purpose served by a mantra 
‘pointing to those that are already implied by something else” 

Reply How can such ponteng out be said to be useless, when we 
find that, unless the actions are so pointed out, they cannot be performed 
It ıs only such an implied action as 1s not pointed out, which requires no 
further effort for ıts performance than what 1s made in connection with 
the Action that imphes ıt In the case ın question, however, we find 
that each of the actions of Holding etc requires an independent effort for 
its performance , and as such until each is recalled to the mind (at the 
tame of the sacrificial performance , it cannot be performed , and conse- 
quently ıt becomes necessary for these to be recalled (and this recalling 
can be done only by means of mantras ) 

Then again, we find that the mnyunction that we have of the Hatsng,— 
vız the sentence ‘abmshutya hutva etc, etc is meapable of bringing 
about a due performance ofits own object, unless it also lays down the 
other actions of Holding etc , and hence ıt lays down these also 

Thus then, on account of the peculiar form of the Mantras themselves, 
—and of the fact of the mjunction of these actions just pomted out,—the 
Actsons themselves are laid down (as connected with the Mantras) ,—the 
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Proper Digestion and the mantra connected with it being separated from the 
rest through a distinct Injunction (shown below) , and hence even though 
the direct Injunction of such connection, bemg not perceived, cannot be 
distinctly pointed out,—yet that does not much affect the position As for 
the Proper Digestion, it must be taken as duectly enjomed, on account of 
certain expiatory rites laid down as consequent upon Vomitteng or 
Purging (which follow only when there is no Proper Digestion) 


ADHIKARANA (10) 


(The portion of the Bhakshinuvaka, beginuing with ‘mandrabhibhutrh’ 
and ending with ‘ bhakshay@mz’ forms a single Hymn] 


Stitra (26) The portion beginning with ‘mandra’ 1s to be taken 
as a single mantra, because it speaks of a subsidiary detail, 


specially as the two sentences therem contaimed jointly 
express a single fact 


Kin the above Bhaskshanuvaika, we find the sentence ‘ mandrabhzbhit.k 

bhakshayüma” , and ın connection with this, there arises the questioun 
as to whether the sentence, from the beginning down to ‘irpyatu, forms 
one mantra, and that begmning with ‘vasumat’ down to the end forms 
another, or the two together form a single mantra } 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch as, like Holding etc in the previous Adhikarana, the 
“ smote fact of satisfaction is denoted by the sentence ending with ‘trpyatu,’ 
“this must be taken as a distinct manira” 


SIDDHANTA 


To this ve make the followmg reply That Action alone can form the 
object of Indication by mantras, which requires a distinct effort for its 
accomplishment,—and not those that merely follow on the wake of other 
actions 

That 1s to say, ın the case of the Holding etc we find that unless one 
performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the Hating , and hence 
it was only right for the person, as well as for the Scripture, to make a 
distinct effort (towards ıts performance and Indication respectively) In 
the case m question, however, we find that for the sateefactvon (of Hunger) 
there 1s no other effort possible than what 1s involved in Hating , and as 
such no useful purpose could be served by ts indication (by the mantra) 
Consequently, we can explain the Imperative (in ‘irpyatw’) either as 
denoting a request, or as having the force of the Present, and thereby the 
two sentences would be connected syntactacally,—sndicating, yomtly, the 
single act of Hatung as qualified by satisfaction, — thus forming 8 single 
mantra 


ADHIKARANA (11) 


(The mdniras beginning with ‘Indrapitasya’ etc are applicable to all 
Eatings, with the necessary modifications ) 


[An Hypothetical Admkarana | 


Sutra (27) Inasmuch as the mantra indicates the particular 
‘Eating,’ out of a number of those that are all en)omed by the 
same Injunction,—the ‘Eating’ of the Soma other than that 
dedicated to Indra is to be done without any mantra 


[In connection with the Jyotushtoma, there are several cups of Soma 
dedicated to a number of Deties, Indra and the rest The remnants of 
these offerings are to be eaten, and the mantra laid down in connection 
with this eating is the Bhakshanuvaka under consideration And there 
now arises the question as to whethe: the mantra 15 to be repeated with 
the eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone which has been 
dedicated to Indra, and those of others are to be done without any 
mantras | 

Inasmuch as the word ‘Indrapitasya’ (in the mantra) is co extensive 
with the Soma (that ıs offered to Indra),—as there are no words in the 
mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra,—and lastly, as there 
can be no modifications ın mantras connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatıngs 18 a distinct Primary by itself),—1t would 
appear that the eateng of the Soma dedicated to other Deities 1s to be 
done without mantras 

As ayainst the above, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


Sittra (28) “The mantra will have to be applıed im accordance 
with the Deity (to whom the offering has been made) , because 
the offerings to the other Deities are shown to have their 
archetype ın the offering made to Indra ” 


“ In connection with the eating of the Soma dedicated to other Deities 
“ than Indra, the mantra 1s to be repeated with the necessary moarfications , 
‘because the offerings to the othe: Deities are mere ectypes of the 
“offering to Indra Though all the offerings me similar actions, yet 
“imasmuch as they aie distimct actions some would be mere offshoots of 
“the other And here we find that the offermg of the Dhruvasoma to 
“ Indra forms the archetype of the other offerings 
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€ Question ‘How do you know this ?” 

“ Answer We know this from the fact of the mantra relating to the 
“ Holding pointing to the Soma as forming the object of offermg to Indra , 
“as there 18 always a restriction of the object to be accomplished by its 
“Instrument, as for mstance, the Agnzhotra ete are restricted by the 
“ Ahavaniya Fire etc Asa matter of fact, too, all the accessory details of 
“the Soma are present only where the Soma is present , and hence it 18 
“ only the offerings (of Soma) to Indra that are accompanied by the acces- 
“sory details, and the other offerings, not beng directly connected with 
“those details, would take them only by transference (frorh the former) 
“And thus ıt 1s established that the same Mantras, with necessary 
“ modifications, are applicable to the other offermgs also 

“ It ıs only thus that we have the Injunction, with reference to the 
“previously mentioned ‘namate’ (=viparimamats, modifies), specified to 
“the Anushtup metre (that ıs to say, this mjunction distinctly pomts to 
“ the fact of the modifications of mantras being quite in keeping with the 
“ Scriptures) This mjunction 1s m connection with the Jyoteshtoma , and 
“1t is because the various parts of the Jyoteshfoma are not yet recognized 
“6 as its offshoots that the change in the mantra has to depend upon the 
‘said Injunction , as if they were recognized as its offshoots, then the 
“ changes would have been made in accordance with the general law that 
€ (he ectypes are to be done in the manner of the archetype, and hence 
“im that case the Injunction brought forward could not have shown what 
“ yt is meant to show 

“Objection ‘The parts of the Jyotshtoma are its mere ectyes , and 
“ hence the mention of the change does not indicate what you mean ° 

€ Reply Not so, because all the offerings ending with the Agnish 
“ foma. being contained ın the same Injunction, even though the Parts 
“ (gansihas) were mere ectypes, the mantra applied to these would be m 
“its unchanged form—1n accordance with general law that ‘the ectype 1s 
“ to be done in the same way as the archetype’, and in that case there 
“ should not have been any mention of ‘ Change’ (in the word ‘ namatt `) 

“When the offering to Indra forms the archetype of the other offer 
“ ngs, the mantra does undergo changes, in connection with the Aynzshfoma 
“ ete, occurring m the Third Savana , and hence the mention of ‘Change’ 
“becomes quite compatible with this By the word ‘namai’ what is 
“meant ıs the inserting of a particular word, and not that of the word 
“t anushtup ’ 

“ Consequently certain modifications are to be made m the mantras, 
“n accordance with the Deities, to whom the particular offerings are 
“made” 
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ADHIKARANA (12) 


[There should be a mention of Indra in connection with the Punarabhyu- 
nnita Soma | 


Sutra (29). In connection with the Punarabhyunnita, there 
should be a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 
remnants of both 


While the foregoing Adhikarana still rests ın the Pirvapaksha, and 
the Sıddhünta ıs not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
Pada, we take for granted, for the time bemg, the propriety of having 
modifications, and then proceed to consider under what circumstances 
the modifications, if allowable, would be possible 

When the soma contained in certam vessels has been offered and 
poured out, even while there may be some remnants left ın them, more 
soma 18 poured into the same vessels (for other offermgs) , and the soma 
thus poured in 18 called the ‘ Punarabhyunnita Soma’ How this character 
belongs to that soma, and how ıt forms the object of the discussion rela 
tng to modifications, is thus shown —There are ten vessels, four of 
these belong to the Brahma, etc , who make the middle offerings, and 
each of these fou: ıs used twice ın the offerings of V askafköra and the 
Anuvashatkara of the Hotr priest, while the Hautraka vessels (that is 
the vessels belonging to the Hotr) are used only once im the offering of 
the Vashatkara ,—ın all these, the Deity is Indra ,—and while these vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma, more soma 18 
poured into them and offered to othe: Deities ,—all this 1s shown by the 
Directions,—in connection with the offerings to many Deities that are 
made by the Priests m connection with the Second Homa,—implied in the 
yü)yü mantras connected with those offerings ,—such, for mstance, as 
‘matrdvaruno milidvarunanu mitram vayam havümahö, etc, etc’ ,—and 
when, after all these offerings have been made, the vessels are brought out 
for the purpose of the post-sacrificial eatung, then they are found to 
contain two remnants,—the former, the remnant of the first offering to 
Indra, and the latter, that of the offermg to Mıtravaruna And then, 
when the tıme comes for the mention of the Derties (ın course of the 
mantras to be recited ın connection with the eating of these remnants) 
there arises a doubt as to whether there should be a mention of India, 
whose connection with the vessel as its Deity has been passed over, as also 
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of Mitravaruna,—the manira being read as “ İndra-matrüvaruna-pitasya, 
ete ’—or that the latter ones only are to be mentioned (the mantra, ın this 
case, being read as ‘ Motrdvaruna-pitasya, etc’) 

This question turns upon another question, as to whether the advent 
of the other Deity wholly sets aside the connection with the previous 
Deity, or not T£ it does set 1t aside, then Mit dvaruna, etc , alone should 
be mentioned , while if it does not set it aside, then there should be a 
mention of Indra also 

On this question, we begin with the statement of the S:ddhanta (ın 
the present s#tra 29), the sense of which 1s that all the Dethes should be 
mentioned, because of the vessel containing the remnants of both 
(offerings) 

And on this Saddhanta, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


Sūtra (30) “Inasmuch as it has been set aside, there should 
be no mention of the previous Deity ” 


“ Inasmuch as there are various pourings and outpourmgs of the 
“ soma, at the time that the latter offerings are made, and there 1s an advent 
“of another Deity, the previous Deity ıs set aside from the substance 
“ (soma), and inasmuch as there was, m the original offerings, no mention 
“ of the Deity removed from ıt, there should not be any mention of such 
“ıemoved Deity in the subsequent offerings ” 

To this Pörcapaksha, we make the following reply 


Sttra (31) Inasmuch as there ıs no actual taking up (of the 
remnant of the former offering, by the latter Deity), there 
could not be a setting aside (of the previous Deity) 


As a matter of fact, however, the defie characte: of Indra ıs not set 
aside Because the Deity 1s related to only that substance which is offered 
to ıt, and not to any thing else, even though ıt happen to be in the midst 
of the substance offered 

That ıs to say, the connection of the Deity ıs established by means of 
scriptures alone, and at the time that the substance 1s held ın the hand 
for being offered, ıt begins to belong to the Deity, only ın accordance 
with the senptural Injunction, and that with which it begins is that 
with which it ends In the case ın question, we find that the directions 
with regard to the “Punarabhyunnita’’ distinctly show that the sub- 
stance to be offered to the other Deities 1s to be held m the vessels which 
contain some remnants of the soma previously offered to Indra, and the 
presence of this remnant ıs meant only as a characteristic of the vessels 
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(an which the subsequent offering is to be held) Thus then, masmuch 
as, at the time of the holdzng of the latter offerung, the remnant of the 
previous offering is not recognised as belonging to the latter Deities,—at 
the time of the actual offermy also, the offering being only of that sub- 
stance which has been heid (or taken up) for offering, even though the 
Remnant of the previous offering hes in close proximity to that substance , 
yet, masmuch as it is not included in the words conveying the offering, 
it does not belong to the latter Deity Nor, at the time, are there 
any othe: words conveying the gift of that 1emnant (to that Deity), for 
the simple reason that there 1s no Injunction to that effect Nor, too, 1s 
that remnant even distantly touched by words conveying other gift 
to that Deity, because the gifts are conveyed by means of particular 
words, at the time that the various offerings are quite separate from one 
another And, as a matter of fact no further words are used at the actual 
offering, for the simple reason that no such words are necessary ın 
connection with the gift that has already been conveyed by means of 
words And then agam, a single substance cannot be offered more 
than once Hence it is that there 1s no use of words conveying the gift, at 
the time that the actual offermg is made 

Even if the Deity (to whom the latter offermg ıs made) were to 
actually eat out of the offermgs made to it, it would pick up, just əs the 
swan picks the milk from water, only that much of the soma as will məyə 
been poured ınto the vessel subsequently (and would not partake of the 
remnant of the previous offermg) And when, as a matter of fact, the 
Derty ıs helped to the offermg only m so much as ıt 18 offered to 1t,— 
imasmuch as it is only the soma subsequently added, and not the remnant 
mixed up with it, that ıs actually offered with ıt (it could not but take 
up that added soma only, and not the remnant) Consequently, ıt must 
be admitted that when the offermg of the added soma 1s made, the 
former remnant mixed with it is simply poured along with it, and not 
offered 

And hence, at the time of the Fating, as there will be left ın the 
vessel a portion of this remnant also, whose connection with the previous 
Deity has not been set aside,—1t would be absolutely necessary to make a 
mention of that previous Deity also (ın the mantra that 1s recited) 


ADHIKARANA (138) 
(At the eating of the Patnivata, Indra, ete , should not be mentioned j 


Söztve (82) “In the Patnivata, it would be as before” 


We proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at m the 
foregoing Adhikarana 

As a matter of fact, we find that the remnants of the offerings to the 
pair of Deities are thrown mto the Ad:tyasthah, and from that they are 
again transferred to the Agruyanasthal, , and, subsequent to this, we have 
the declaration of the Holding of the Painivata—in the sentence “ Üpünçu- 
pat: öna Pūātmvatamāgı ayanüt gi hnatr’ 

And when the ealeny of the remnant of this Pdnzvaia offering comes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the Deities other than 
Patnivat should be mentioned in the mantia recited, or not And on this 
we have the 


PURVAPAKSHA 


that they should be mentioned—the mantia bemg read as Indravdyu 
patnivatpitasya, ete’ 
SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (93) Inasmuch as the remnant ıs taken up (by the subse 
quent Deity), the connection of the previous Deity should be 
set aside 
The present case 1s by no means similar to that dealt with in the 

previous Adhikaana Because, at the time of the Holding of the offering 

to Patnivat, the proximity of the other Deity 1s set aside, as the offering 
to Patnivat 1s laid down as to be conveyed together with the remnants of 
the previous offerings 

That ıs to say, the conveying of the gift to Patntvut is laid down, as 
to be done when the remnants of the offerings to the pan of Deities have 
been transferred to the Agrayana vessel And under the circumstances, 
even if the gift were conveyed to another Deity, the mpleation of its 
connection with Patnivat would be unobstructed, and when Patnivat 
itself ıs declared as one to whom the gift is to be conveyed, its connection 
with the remnanta becomes all the more potent For instance, the soma 
that sssues from the Agrayana vessel 18 meant to belong to Patnivat, and as 

a matter of fact, the remnants of the other offerings are actually found to 
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issue from the Agrayana vessels, hence these remnants also are con- 
veyed as gifts to Patnivat 

If we had the declaration m the form “ Agrayanam patnivatam karot: 
then, even though the Remnant would have been proximately connected 
with Patnivat, yet, imasmuch as it would not be the ‘ Agrayana,’ it would 
on the strength of the text be removed from the conveyance of the gift 
But we find the direction ın the form ‘ Ayrayanat pitnivatam grhnütuy 
—and not as ‘ Agrayanasya ” o “ Agrayanam ” Andın such cases—e g ın 
the sentence ‘v kshāt parnam patat.’—we understand the parna falling to 
be, not only the lewes of the tree, but also the feathers of the birds 
inhabiting the tree, because the lee 1s spoken of only as the place from 
which the parna falls (and not as that to which the parna belongs’ Inthe 
same manner, in the case ın question, all that ıs laid down as the ground 
for the connection of the Remnant with Patmivat 1s the fact of 1ts 
assueng from the Agrayana vessel, and not that of ita being the Agr "yana 
itself And from between the Sumpita and y the Ayrayana, whieh 
oc upy the same place, that which assues forth can be spoken of as 
“Agrayanüt apétah’, and that ıs the sole ground for the connection with 
Pat nivat 

As for the fact of the Remnant being mixed up with offerings other 
than the Agrayana, it issues (or flows) from the Non Agrayana also, 
this fact 1s of no use either in the prohibition ot the myunetion (of 
the Pa@tnirata), because we have no such de laration as that ‘that which 
flows from the Nur-Ag:ayana zs not Patnivata’ If such were the sense 
of the sriptures, then that A rayana offering, which actually flows from 
the Agrayina, would be flowmg from both the Agrayana and 
the Aug ryana, and would thus cease to be ‘ Patniwata’ Consequently, 
ına-much as there would be nothing to variant the restriction that 
the Remnant must (ın order to be connected with Patnivat) flow 
from the Agrayana only, we must admit it simply as that ıt should 
flow from the Agruyuna And as this would be applicable to the Sumpata 
also, 16 becomes quite possible for the Remnant to be connected with 
the Patnivat Deriy And as until the ownership of the previous Deity 
has not been set aside it could not belong to the previous Deity,—there 
can be no mention of the previons Deity (at the eateng of the Rem 
nant of the Painivata), just as when the tea her gives the remnant of his 
food to his head pupil, and this latter, having had his full out of 1t, 
gives it to the subo: dinate pupil, this latter eats rt as the remnant of the 
food of the head-pupil, and not as that of the teacher 

Objection “The Remnant in question ıs only a part of that which 
“ belonged to the previow Derty,—that is to say, before ıt was offered to 
€ Patnıvat” 
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The author of the BaAdsAya, thinking of making the objector 
admit his own view of the case, replies yomtly Certamnly, we do not find any 
part of that which has been poured into the fire as an offering That is to say, 
all that belongs to the previous Deity ıs that which was actually poured 
for it into the fire, and that which was thus offered was destroyed by 
the fire 

The opponent, not comprehending the dmft of the answer, urges— 
“Even an the minal offering, we do not find any portion of that which has 
been poured as bahon ” 

The answer to this is that, ın the original offering the Deity was dnly 
named at the time of the utterance of the words conveying the gift to the 
Deity 

Says the opponent “ The same was the case ın the case in question 
also” 

The Swidhnt: replies In thas hes the difference from the original 
offersng Thats to say, ın the case of the original offering, there was no 
mention made of the Deity that had been set aside, while ın the 
present case, the fact of its having been set aside is distinctly stated 

Thus, then, it is established that Patnīvut alone should be men 
tioned —(the mantra being read as ‘ Puiniratprtasya, etc?) 


ADHIKARANA (14) 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Pdtnivata offering there should be 
no mention of Tvashtr } 


Sütra (34) ‘Tvashtr should be mentioned, because of the 
Drinking ” 


[In connection with the Pdatnivata offering, we have the Mantra, 
“Agnün patnivan, sagurdévéna Tvashtıð somam pwa’, and with regard to 
this, there arises the question as to whether Tvashtr should be men 
tioned at the eating o! not | 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch as in connection with the Patnivaia offering, Tvashtr is 
“spoken of as ‘drinking the Soma’ in the company of Patnivat, he also 
“must be regarded as the Deity of that offermg, as indicated by the 
“words of the Mantra” 


SIDDHANTA 
Sūtra (35) Such should not be the case, because of inequality 


Toashir should not be mentioned , because between Mantra and the 
Direct Injunction, there is a vast difference of authoritative strength (this is 
one ‘inequality’), and then again, there ıs a difference in the characters 
of Tvasht) and Patnivat as nominatives to the action of Drinking, as what 
the Mantra denotes 1s the mere companionship (of Tvasht ) (this is another 
‘inequality ’) 

That is to say, ın the Injunction of the Painivata offering”— Patna 
vatam grhnat.’—we have Painzvat alone mentioned as the Deity, and that 
too by means of a nominal affix (in the word ‘ Pdtnivutam’), and the nom 
mal affix could not denote this, if the deific character depended upon 
something else (the association of another Deity for instance), and fo 
this reason also, the Indication by the words of the Mantra (of the derfic 
character of Z'vusht)) 18 extremely weak ın its authority (as against the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix) Then agai, as a matter of fact, 
it 19 not found to be impossible for the Mantra to be an auxiliary to the 
Action in question, unless the deific character of Tvashtr is admitted , as 
the connection of the Mantra with the Action is accomplished by its deno 
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tation of Patnivat only Nor ıs the mention of Tvashtp in the Mantra 
otherwise mexplicable, as its mention could be taken to be m praise of 
Painwvat Thus then, the meanmg of the Mantra would come to be this 
‘You, and Patnivin, who are associated with Tvashtr, drink the soma! ° 

On the other hand, how could the mention of TeasAfr being the 
‘drinker of soma’ (even if the Mantra could be made to give this meaning) 
make Him the Deity of that offering ? Because the sole function of the 
Deity of a sacrifice hes m his serving as the agent with reference to whom 
the offerings are made (and not ın his actually eating or drmking the 
materials offered) "The derfic character of Tvashtr, however, becomes all the 
more unacceptable, when all that the Mantra speaks of is his companion- 
ship (with Patnivat) (and not even the fact of his bemg a ‘drmker’), and 
this too, 1t does only figuratively , and ıt does not mean that he actually 
accompanies Patnivatin the ‘drinking’, as we often find the word “saha” 
used in cases where that which is spoken of as ‘accompanying’ does not 
join in the Action, for: mstance, in the common saying, “ gahawa daşabhah 
putrath bhüram sahat, gardabhi,’ we find that all that ıt means 18 that— 
‘even while the ass has ten offsprings, ıt 1s she that ıs made to carry the 
burden ° 

Thus ıt must be admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 
of Tvashir beng the Deity (of the Patntvata offermg) , and as such there 
should be no mention of him (at the eatmg of the Remnant of that 
offering) 


a Op gg Gt aiia ai a Eg gh ti 


ADHIKARANA (15) 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Patnivata offering, there should be 
no mention of the Thirty and Thiee | 


Süztra (36) So also the Thirty, as the Mantra serves another 
purpose 


This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of the conclusion 
of the foregoing Adhika:anu to another case 

[In connection with the same Pdinivata, we find another Mantra 
“ Aıbhah agn® saratham yahyarvik nönüratham vā, vibhavo hyugvih, 
patnivata trimgatastiimeca dévananushvadhamavaha midayasva’, and there 
arises the question as to whether at the eating of the Remnant of the 
Patuivata offermg, there should be a mention of the ‘Thirty and three’ 
Deities spoken of in this Muntra or not | 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Inasmuch as there are several points ın which the present case differs 
“Tom that dealt with m the foregomg Adiikarana, the conclusion thereof 
‘1s, for this reason, not applicable to the present case These poimts of 
“ difference are the following — 

“(1) The same mantra that indicates Agm to be the Deity, also ın- 
“ dıcates the fact of Agm bemg the Dəsiriövter of the Drmk to the 
“Thirty and Three gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
€ Drink, and hence the fact of these latter also bemg the principal 
“ Deities is shown by the Mantra itself, which presents Agni in quite 
“a secondary position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals) 

€ (2) In the case of the mantra treated of ın the previous Adhtkarana, 
““we found that ıt denoted mere companionship, and hence Tvashh 
“not bemg found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected 
“ from the deific position The case 1s reversed in the mantra now under 
€ consideration , as ın thisit is Agni that 1s spoken of as subordinate, and 
“ hence the former law cannot apply to the present case 

“€ (8) All that the Injunction contained ın the word with the nominal 
“affix (‘ Pātnwatam ’) denotes is that the derfic character in connection 
‘with the Action in question consists in the fact of a certain Deity 
“ bemg ‘Patnivan’ (having a wife), and this qualification is found 
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“to be as concomitant with Agn:—in the mantra ‘ Agnds Patnwan '—as 
“with the thirty and three gods, who nie also spoken of in the same 
“ Mantra as ‘having wives’ in the sentence ‘ Paintvatast::meatastrimgca 
€ lévin’ Nor does the original Inyunction (‘ Pöfməsütam grhsiyat”) pre 
“clude the connection of other Deities,—which preclusion would have 
“ geloed the mdications by the mantra Nor ıs there any infringement 
‘Sof the Injunction involved in the acceptance of the othe: Denties (the 
“ thirty and three) along with the one formerly enşoned And inasmuch 
“as the connection of these other deities 18 cognized by altogether 
4“ different means “ie the indications of the mantra), ıt cannot be said to 
“have anything to do with the nominal affix (ın ‘ Patnivatam’), which 
“therefore cannot be said to be dependent upon the mention of these 
“ (and as such impossible) That ıs to say, if the nominal affix had 
“ enjoined the Deity ‘ Patnivat, as depending upon the ‘Thrty and 
“€ three, then alone could it be open to the charge of standing ın need 
“ of an extraneous factor And as for the mantra, there 1s nothing 
“ incongruous ın its indicating the Deity as depending upon the previous 
“ Injunction (as such dependence ıs declared to be incompatible only 
“with the nature of the Nominal Affix) Then too, inasmuch as we 
“accept both—Ayni as well as the Thirty and Three gods—to be the 
€ Deities, there can be no contradiction between the original “2... and 
“ tho latter maniric Indi ation 

“ Questiun ‘When both the Deities serve the same purpose, how 
“can they be both accepted ? .as in sach cases, it is necessary to take 
“ the two as optional alternatives | 

“ Answe: Both could not be taken together, if the mantra did 
€ not speak of both As a matter of fact, however, we find that, while not 
“abandoning the mention of 4gnz,—who has been enyomned in the 
“ previous Injunction,—as having the characte: of the Deity in the 
“shape of the Dutributer, the mantra mdicates the fact of the Thrty. 
“ and three gods being the Deities 

“Thus then, both bemg taken together, ıt becomes necesrary to 
“ make a mention of all of them (at the eating of the Péainivata 
“ Remnant) And that this is anthotzed by the mantra itself, the 
“ Bhashya proceeds to show by appending an explanation of the mantra 
“as follows 

“ Tn reciting the Yaşya the Agnidhru Priest thus respectfully prefers a 
“ request to Agm, in the woids—Ayath:, Come—thongh the ‘2’ appears 
“ at the very beginning of the mantra and “göhs” after three words, yet 
“such usage is in accordance with the rule ‘ Ohandası vyavahetipoa ”— 
“gbhih— re along with the Thirty and Three gods mentioned later on, 
‘ether on the same chariot, or on different chariots, as you are exception- 
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“ally rich in horses , but having come before them, present to the Thirty 
“and Three gods and then wives the Svadha food, Soma, and satisfy 
“them fally’ By this ıb 1s clearly shown that these Deities are meant 


“to be the enjoyers of the Drink” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply There should be no 
mention of the Thiuty and Three gods at the eating of the Pätnivata 
Remnant Because ın all cases the functioning of the mantra 18 con- 
trolled by what ıs directly enjomed, consequently, as ın the case of 
Tpashir, so m the present case also, the mention of the Thirty and Three 
gods (in the mantra) must be taken as contributing to the praise of 
Agni That is to say, inasmuch as the sole business of the mantra 
lies ın recalling to mind what bas been previously enjoimed (ın the 
Injunction ‘ Patnivatam grhnat.’), 16 could not, m any ‘case, serve 
the purpose of imdicating either the fact of Agni being the Dastributor, 
or that of the Thirty and Three gods being the partakers, of the Drink,— 
both of these facts not having been previously enjoined 

Thus then, the mantra bemg found to serve a distinct purpose, 
ib cannot be endowed with the power of mdependentiy indicating the 
derfic characte: of the Thirty and Three gods, thereby stepping beyond 
the original Injunction And when even this indicative potency is not 
possible, it s all the more improbable for the mantra to have the injunc 
tive potency 7 

No: could the manira be taken as recalling the derfic character of 
these thirty and three gods only, because these gods have been men 
tioned simply for the purpose of indicating the greatness of Agm, enjoined 
by the previous Injunction And the reason why we take ıt this way 1s 
that, masmuch as the mantra describes, as the gwe , one (Agn) whose 
lordship over the Soma ıs unknown, such description cannot be taken 
im its direct sense, and hence it is taken as implying the said lordahip of 
Agni 

That ıs to say, as a matter of fact, the Soma has not been offered to 
Agm at the time that the mantra 18 being recited, and then before he 
has himself received the Soma, if he were really asked to give it to others, 
“Yb would meana pure deception If, however, the request to ‘give’ be con- 
strued as implying the praise of his greatness that ‘Thon art the true 
giver and the master of this Soma,’ then the sentence would become quite 
intelligible, asin that case ıb would resemble such ordinary complimen- 
tary talk as we come across even in ordinary parlance, as for instance, 
in specially complimenting one of the persons mvüted, one says “ when you 
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have been inyited, you have become the master, and ıt 1s you who should 
invite the others’ And in this case the sentence comes to serve a dis- 
tinctly useful purpose, ın keeping with the previous Injunction And 
the word “maödayasta” (satisfy them) also, not bemg found to be com- 
patible in its direct signification, 1s to be taken as implying the request 
‘come with these’ Then also the mention of Agm as the gwer could 
not serve any perceptible purpose, and as such*1t must be taken as in 

dıcatıng the fact of Agnı bemg the actual Recezver of the offermg And 
thus, that which 1s clearly expressed by the nominal affix (in ‘Patnivatam’) 
would not have to be rejected, ın view of the Mantra (as the two would 
in this case be quite compatible) 

Question “The injunction mentioning merely the word ‘ Painivatam’ 
“how do you make it out to be an myunction of Agn: alone as the Deity, 
“and not the Thirty and Three?” 

Answer In the injunction m qnestion, what is taken as the Patnivat 
(having a wife) is Agni, and not the Thirty and Three gods, because 
in the mantra ‘Agni: patnivan’ we find the epithet ‘ Patnivan’ applied 
to Agm 

Objection “But we find the same epithetapphed to the Thirty and 
“Three gods also,—in the mantra ‘ patnivatastrime itak, ebe?” 


Reply True, the epithet is apphed to them, but in spite of that, we 
take Agn: alone to be the Patnivan that 1s meant by the previous Injunc- 
tion Because as a rule, when somethmg is mentioned by means of a 
nominal affix as in (‘ Painivatam’), there ıs no manifestation of the 
number of that which is denoted by the basic noun , and masmuch as the 
denotatıon of the basic noun could not be inserted ‘n any other way, ın an 
explanation of the word (‘ Patnivata”), ıt 1s spoken of ın the singular 
number,—as “ Patnévan dövatü asya” As for ‘ Thirty’ however it 18 always 
in the plural number, and as such could never find a place ın the explana- 
tion of the word (‘ Ptinivatam’), consequently no such nominal affix (as is 
found ın the Injunction) could ever appear in connection with them, and 
hence they could never be taken as the Deities connected with the Action 
laid down im that Injunction 
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ADHIKARANA (16) 
[At the eating there should be no mention of the Anuvashatkara | 


Söztra (37) The Vashatkara also, like the Agent, (should not 
be mentioned) 


[There 1s an AnuvashatkGra mentioned in the sentence—‘ Somasyagré 
vihityanuvashutka ott,’ and ım connection with this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether this Anuvashatkfra should be mentioned or not, at 
the time of the Eating | 

On this question, we have the followmg 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Inasmuch as there ıs no doubt as to the deric character of the 
€ Anuvashatkdra beg expressed by the said Injunction, as well as by 
“ the words of the mantra,—there must be a mention of this” 


SIDDH ANTA 


To the above we make the following reply Just as the Drinker 
appearing subsequently could not make a mention of the previous Drinker, 
who ıs not connected with the Primary Sacrifice,—so, m the same manner, 
there could be no mention of the Vashatkara ın question Because this 
latter 1s not mentioned ın the Primary Sacrifice, and even when it does 
appear, ib does not appear as domg anything for that sacrifice Conse- 
quently there should be no mention of this 


ADHIKARANA (17) 


[The Remnants of offerings other than the one to Indra should be eaten 
without Mantras 1 


Sözü? a (38) As the Soma belongs equally to all the 
Deities, ((there can be no relationship of the <rchetype 
and Ectype among the various offerings), (and as for the 
declaration of the change into the Anushtup metre) if 18 a 
mere prohibition of the use of the preceding metre 


We now proceed to offer our reply to the opponent’s arguments 
contained in Sütra (28) 

There should not be any modifications mn the mantras, ın accordance 
with the Deity, the remnant of whose offermg ıs to be eaten, the 
remnants of the offerings to other deities than Indra should be eaten 
without mantras Because the whole action of the Jyotishfoma forms a 
single context, and as such an action could not be its own archetype 
(Prakrit) and ectype (Vekrtt) 

Tkat ıs to say, if each of the several repetitions of the same action of 
offering to the various Deities (which repetitions constatute the Jyotishtoma 
sacrifice) were a distinct action by itself, then each would have been 
related as the archetypes and echypes of one another As a matter of fact, 
however, they are not so many distinct actions, for neither the Soma 
nor any accessory details are laid down with reference to these ındıvı- 
dual offerings , as the way ın which one of these takes up the Soma, etc 
1s exactly the same ın which they are taken up by the rest We shall 
explain this ın detail under Sūtra H11—vi—30 Nor can the manira 
(‘ Indrapitasya, etc”) make the Soma entirely connected with Indra , as we 
have a direct declaration ( ‘ Soména yaşöta”) to the effect that the Soma 
belongs to all the Deities We find ın the case of the declaration “ Aha- 
vaniyé guhoti, that, not appearmg ın the context of any particular sacri- 
fice, ıt points to the fact of the Ahavaniya pertainmg to all Homas, and 
hence inasmuch as there are no actions without the fire, what the sen- 
tence 1s taken to denote ıs the fact of such persons as have not lard the 
fire not bemg entitled to the performance of any sacrifices, But the fact 
of the Soma belonging to all the Dentres is not dicated by the mantia ın 
the same manner, 1n the case ın question, as ın this case, the Mantra 
being found ın the context (of the particular sacrifice Jyofshtoma), could 
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very well, by its indicative power, indicate the fact of the Soma belong- 
ing to Indra ,—and that the Soma belonging to the other Deities would 
be held and measured (by handfuls), without being indicated by the 
Mantra 

Or, ıt may be that there bemg no discrimination among the several 
Somas, all of them being held up, they would be distinguished by the 
words conveying the offerings to the several Deities 

Or, as ın the case of the Subrahmanya, the mantra could be taken 
as indicating Indra as the chief among the rest, the sense being ‘ Indra 
and the test” 

Or, lastly, inasmuch as the word ‘Vasumat’ 1s not found ın the 
original Injunction of the sacrifice, the mention of that in the mantra 
would be otherwise useless, and hence the word ‘ Vasumativéna’ may be 
taken as denoting ‘ İndia, as accompanied by the other Deities ’ 

Thus then, the Soma 1s equally connected, by Injunction, with all the 
Derties , and thus none of the offermgs could be taken as a mere ectype of 
the other 

It has been argued above (under Matra 28) that, inasmuch as we 
have an injunction as to changing the metre of the oniginal unto the 
Anushtup, the offermg ın connection with which this change is laid down, 
is an ectype of the forme: But the myjunction of the change could 
very well be applicable, even when the Soma 1s equally applicable to all 
Deities , as m that case it could be explained as a qualified Injunction 
of a particular metre in the place of the Jagat: metre which would have 
been used, on account of the offering falling ın the Third Savana Or, it 
may be that, inasmuch as the several Samsthis of the Jyotshtoma are mere 
ectypes, it ıs only natural that there should be modifications ın connec- 
tion with these, but that does not serve the purpose of “showimg” that 
the offerings to the othe: Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to 
Indra (as held by Sūtra 28) 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Bhakshamanti a 1s to 
be employed only ın connection with the eating of the Remnant of the 
offering to Indra, and lıke the Holding and the Measuring, the Mantra 
could not restrict the eating, aud hence the Remnants of the offermgs to 
other Deities are to be eaten without Mantras 


ADHIKARANA (18) 
[The eating of the Aindragna Remnant 1s to be done without mants as ) 


Sutra (39) “Inthe case of the Amdragna offering, the mantras 


“should be used, because of the presence in the mantra of an 
“indication of that Deity ” 


Now then, there arises the question as to whether the mantra ‘ Indra- 
pitasya, etc’ 18 applicable to those cases where the Deity is Indra accom- 
nanyed by another Deity And on this pomt we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The Mantra 1s quite applicable to such cases Because the declara- 
“tion of Indra bemg the Deity does not depend upon the fact of the Soria 
“ bemg drunk by him , and hence there can be no similamty between the 
“ present casey and the case of the Quartering of the Aynéya Cake (denlt 
“with under Süba Il—1—27) for the simple reason of the capability of 
“the word 

“That ıs to say, ın the case of the sentence ‘Agn@yam caturdha 
“karot? we find that, ın the word ‘ Agnéyam,’ what is expressed as the 
“distinguishing property ıs the fact of the sacrificer having conveyed 
“ the gift of that particular cake to Agm , and masmuch as this fact is men- 
“tioned by means of the nominal affix (ın ‘ Aynéyam’), as pertamıng 
“to Agm alone, independently of all other Deities,—it is not taken as 
‘denoting the fact of its depending upon other Deities In the case m 
“ question, on the other hand, m the word ‘ Indrapitasya,’ the distinguish- 
“ ung property spoken ofis the fact of being the Recewer of the gafi , and this 
“property belongs partially to each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni) to 
“whom the gifts have been conveyed by words, and ın so far as the action 
“ (of being the Recover of Soma) belongs to each of the two, each is spoken 
‘ of as the ‘Dimker’ Consequently in the case of the Aindragna offering, 
‘inasmuch as both Indra and Agni would drink the Soma offered, we 
“ could very well assert that half of ıt had been drunk by Indra, and 
“half by Agni And as the character of ‘being drunk by İndia” does 
“not exactly exist ın the Remnant that is before us fat the time of 
“ Hating), we must take the word “ Indrapttasya’ (in the Mantra) as 
“applying to it, through that portion of ıt which has been poured m 
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“€ hbafiıon , and there 1s no such limit to this as that 1t 1s only when so 
“ much has been drunk of it that it can be called by the name 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the distinguishing property expressed in 
“€ the word “ Indrapitasya’ 1s found to exist in the Asndragna offering, the 
“emnant of this latter also ıs to be eaten with the mantra ‘ Indrapitasya, 
s4 ete ) 9) 


SIDDHANTA 


Sttra (40) The Mantra should apply to that of which there is 
a single Deity (Indra), because (Aindragna is) a dis- 
tinct Deity (from Indra), just as in the case of the Quar- 
tering (of the Cake) 


The Atndragna offermg would certainly have been included in the 
wod “ Indrapita,’ if the distinguishing feature, expressed by the word, 
had consisted ın the funetionıng of the Deities towards actual drinkeng 
(ef the Soma) But, as a matter of fact, onı Deities do not drink , as all 
that they do, ın the case of in offering being made to them,1s that they serve 
as the Reciments of the conveyance of the gift And at the time that the 
gift is conveyed to a joint Deity, there cannot be a mention of any one 
of them simgly, as lıke the nominal affix (in ‘ Agnéyam’ ) the compound 
also (ın ‘Aindragna’) would not be possible in case the factors com- 
pounded depended upon something else Consequintly, just as in the 
case of the Quartering of the Agnéya Cake, so in the case in question also, 
inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ denotes the fact of Indra alone 
being the Deity, it could not apply to the offermg that is made to both 
(Indra and Agni) conjomtly , and as such the Mantia in question cannot 
be applied to this latter offering 

The point, however, wherein the present case differs fiom that of the 
said Quartersny, and which saves it from being taken as a mere repetition 
of the same discussion,~-1s as follows In the present case vhat the 
Pirvapaksht holds ıs that the distinguishimg character expressed by the 
word ‘ Indrapitasya’ 1s aot the Deşfic character, but the character of being 
the Drinker subsisting mn the Receiver of the gift,—and that this exists in 
each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni), and the Seddhant: rephes by 
showing that the actual character of “ Drmker’ being inapplıcable to the 
Deities, what the word ‘ Indrapitasya ” indicates is the fact of Indra being 
the Dey [And the two positions are very differently argued in the case 
of the said Quartering ) 

As a matter of fact, however, even if the actual character of Driene ker 
had belonged to the Deities, ıb would not have been possible to speak of 
the Remnant as ‘drunk by Indra’ Because it is not the Soma that was 
poured as offering to India that is spoken of by the words ‘ Indrapitasya 
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etc , as that which was actually poured has been all drunk by Indra 
(and as such could not have remained in the vessel, to be eaten and 
addressed as “ Indrapitasya’),—while that which has not been poured as 
an offering could not have been drunk by Indra (and as such this too could 
not be spoken of as “ Indrapitasya’ ) 

That is to say, it is the Remgant of the Soma ın the vessel that 1s 
spoken of as ‘ Indrapita’, but as a matter of fact, this has not been 
‘drunk by Indra,’ because the word could apply only to that which was 
actually poured as an offering (and not to that left behind ın the vessel) 
Consequently, ınasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapita’ denotes a property 
of that which exists in the vessel, it must be taken as denoting ‘ that 
which has been conveyed, by words, as an offering to Indra’, and this 
would simply mean that the word expresses the fact of Indra being the 
Deity as the distinguishing feature of ‘Indruptia’ Nor 1s it possible for 
the character of beng drunk, really subsisting in the Soma poured as 
offering, to be attributed to the Remnant m the vessel , because the word 
‘ Indraptta’ is quite applicable to the Remnant, through its own ren] 
property—that of having Indra for its Deity 

As a matter of fact, when a certain part of a substance 1s actually 
poured as offering, it 18 the whole of that substance, bemg given away 
(ın words) to the Deity, that accomplishes the sacrifice , and hence m the 
word ‘ İmdrapita, the root ‘pā?’ (to drink) must be taken ın the sense of 
‘ sacrifice,’ —just as 18 done with the verb ‘nervipét’ (in the sentence 
‘ sauryancarun-nirvapet, which literally means deposits, but is taken in the 
sense of sacrifices) And consequently inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapita’ 
would denote the means of the accomphshment of the sacrifice to Indra, it 
could not express that of the sacrifice to Indra-Aguz, and hence the 
mantra ın question could not apply to the offering to İndra-Agnı 


gt s.a 


ADHIKARANA (19) 


(The Mantras beginning with the word ‘ gd@yatracchandasah’ are applı 
cable to the offerings ın connection with which several metres are 
used | 


Süztva (41) “ The metre ıs like the Deity ” 


The present Adhekarana deals with an exception to the conclusion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhika: ana 

[We find, m the Bhakshauuvdka, certain maniras beginning with the 
word ‘gayatracchandasak’, and there arises the question as to whether these 
manirus are applicable to that Soma offermg alone wherein the Gayairs 
1s the only metre used, or also to those inwhich many meties are used ) 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


““ As shown in the foregoing Addkarana, inasmuch as the compound 
“€ güyabı acchandasah’ would be impossible if the Gayat): metre depended 
“upon any other metre, the word ‘ g@yutrachandasah’ could not apply 
“ to that offering wherein the Gayatri metre used would depend upon other 
“metres, and hence the mantias ın question should be employed in 
“connection with that Soma-offereng wherein the Gdyair, is the only 
“ metre used ” 


SIDDHANTA 
To the above, we make the following reply 


Süztv a (42) It should apply to all offerings , because there is no 
offering in which a single metre 1s employed 


It 18 only when the distinguishing characte: mentioned can exist 
independently by itself, that we do not accept it as dependmg upon others, 
—and not when 1t has no independent existence 

We have shown ın connection with the Quarternng also, that if 
there were, 1n the context, no such cake as belonged to Agni alone, then 
we conld have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other 
Deities also (as the objects of Quartering) ,—so also in the foregoing 
Adhıkarana, it was simply because there was an offering made to Indra 
alone, that we denied the applicability of the epithet ‘ Inds apfia” to that 
which was made to Indra conjomtly with Agni But it is a well-known 
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fact that there ıs no offering in which the Gayatri is the only metre used, 
as m the sacrifices mentioned ın all the three Vedas, other metres are sure 
to come in Consequently, the name ‘ gayatracchandasah’ must be taken as 
applying to those ın which there are many metres used, just as the name 
‘ Rathantarasima’ is applied to offermgs wherein there are many other 
sömas also 

And the rule that ‘what 1s dependent upon something else is incap- 
able of bemg compounded’ does not apply to those cases ın which the 
factor concerned 1s never without dependence upon something else 

Thus then, ıt must be admitted that the mantra ın question ıs 
applicable to those offerings, ın connection with which there are many 
metres used (besides the Gayatr:) 


— 9 Meme 


[The Final Seddhönta conclusion derived from the Discussions contaimed 
in the last nine Adhvkaranas, Sütras 27-42 ] 


Siitra (43). One and the same mantra belongs to (the eating 
of) all (the offerings) as held by Aiticfyana, because the 
word ‘Indrapita’ indicates the savana, as otherwise, the 
‘Drinking’ (as pertaining to the Remnant) will have 
to be taken m its secondary figurative sense 


This sötra supplies the final reply to all that has been said ın Sitiras 
27-42 None of the eatzngs is to be done without a mantra, even in the 
eating of the remnants of those offerings that are not made to Indra, the 
mantra 18 to be used just as ıt stands, without any modifications Because 
the word ‘ Indrapita’ meaning ‘ that savana wn which the soma 18 drunk by 
Indra,’ even those offerings of soma that are not made to Indra come to be 
called ‘ Indrapita,’ as occurring in that savana 

That ıs to say, the word “ Indrapitasya’1s to be taken, not as quali- 
fying ‘somasya’ but as qualifying the ‘ Pratahsavana’ (Morning hbation ), 
and as such applyıng to every one of the offerings connected with that 
savana Nor ıs the word ‘ Pratahsavana’ coextensive with ‘Soma’, as 1b 
is the name of a certam part of the sacrifice (Jyotsshfoma) If then, the 
word meant the ‘Soma connected with the Pratahsavansa, then ve should 
have had the word ‘ Prütahsasanıyasya” (and not ‘ Prataksavamasya’), 
Thus then, the word ‘ Pratahsavanasya’ bemg taken as coextensive with 
“ Indrapitasya’, the genitive in these two words is due to their differentia- 
tion from all connection with Soma, and that m ‘somasya,’ being non- 
coextensive, 18 based upon the non-differentiation (from the Soma) 

Thus then, on account of the mdacation of another word (" savanasya’), 
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and on account of the fact of all the offerings having the same connections 
and occurring in the same context, the Mantia should be used in connec- 
tion with every one of them 

Question “€ How do you make out all this ?” 

Answer We conclude thus, for the simple reason that, otherwise, 
the ‘Soma-remnant’ (uf connected with ‘ Indrapita’) would have to be 
taken ın its secondary figurative meaning That ıs to say, the whole 
quantity of soma, conveyed, by means of words, as gift to Indra, would be 
the direct or principal ‘ Indrapita’, and the portion of it left behind in the 
vessel after the offering has been actually poured into the fire, would he 
spoken of as “Zadrapita” only figuiatively And certainly this would be 
highly objectionable 

Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma offerings are connected with 
the Indrapitasavana, it is established that the eating of the Remnant of 
every one of them should be done with the mantia ‘Indrapitasya, etc’ 


Thus ends the Second Pada of ADEYAYA ITI 


ADHYAYA III. 
PADA III 
ADHIKARANA (1) 
[The Loudness, etc , are properties of the Veda ] 


Sutra (1) “Because of the Direct Declaration, the properties 
would pertain to the community ” 


Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their 
Indicative Power, we now proceed to take that based upon syntactical 
connection 

The sentences taken up for consideration are ‘ uccairrcé kryaté’ (the 
Rik 1s recited loudly), ete , and also ‘ Tadyadı rkia ulvanamkriyaté Garha- 
patyam parétya bhüh svahéte yuhuyüt” Gf we should make a mistake in 
the Rk he should offer a İıbatıon into the Gadrhapatya Fue with the 
mantra ‘ bhith soaha”), and so forth 

The question now 1s this In the former sentence, which lays down 
the qualıfıcatıons of loudness etc with reference to the Rk, ete , as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fires with 
the three Vyabrtis,—should we, on the strength of the fact of its bemg 
directly mentioned as mdependent of anything else, take the word “Rk” 
in the sense of Verse as explained in Sütra II—1—35” or should ve take 
ıt as denoting the whole of the Rgveda consisting of the entire set 
ot mantras ind Braihmanas ° 

(Juestion “ Why should there be any such doubt as to the significa 

tur of the word?” 

Answer The reason for the doubt hes ın the fact of there being a 
disagreement between the declaration in the beginning, and that im the 
end, ot what forms a single sentence syntactically connecteu Tumu i 
to say, in the begmning we have the mention of the Vedas, while in the 
end we find the Rk, Sama and Yaş səh mentioned Under the cırcumstances 
the word “Veda , found m the beginning of the sentence, may be taken as 
indirectly indicatıng the Rk, etc, and, on the othe: hand, the words “Rk 
etc occurring m the end may be taken as mdicating the Vedas, and thus 
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there arises a doubt as to which of these two interpretations ıs the more 
reasonable and correct of the two The Doubt 1s open to the same 
objections, and capable of the same justifications, as those im connection 
with the sentence ‘ akta@h çarkan üh, etc’ (Sutra I—1v—29) 

Objection “In that case the present question may be taken as having 
“been effectively dealt with by that same sūtra, and as such there 1s no 
“ need of its being taken up for consideration again ” 

Reply This reproach ıs scarcely justifiable, as what has been 
established ın that sūtra is the authoritative character of the sequence of 
a sentence, mn cases where the bearing of the Injunction ıs doubtful, 
while in the case in question, there is no doubt as to the bearing of the 
Injunction, as there is no doubt as to the Rk, Sama, etc being denoted by the 
words occurring in the Injunction Consequently it becomes absolutely 
necessary to definitely ascertain the correctness of one of the two alter 
natives, by finding out which word 1s to be taken ın its secondary figu 
rative sense 


On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ In accordance with the arguments advanced under the Pi vapaksha 
“of Süba I—1v—29, it must be admitted, on the strength of the direct 
‘Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the properties pertain to 
“the communities of the ‘Rk,’ etc (1e to the Verse, etc, and not to the 
“ Rgveda etc) 

~i And further, just as the Generic Substance or Action is not 
“ıncompatıble with special forms appearmg in the sequential sentences 
€ —so, in the same manner, the Rk, etc are not incompatible with the 
“Vedas Nor are the words ‘Rk,’ ete ever capable of bemg used with 
“reference to the Brahmana portion (of the Vedas), while the word 
“ “ Veda” can be used with reference to any part of the Veda (be it even a 
“sıngle Verse), as words expressive of a collection are always found 
“to be applicable to single components of that collection, as, for m- 
“ stance, we speak of the ‘whole village having come’ (when the word 
“ “village ’1s used with reference to the men om the village) ‘Thus too, 
“ people who are reading the Veda, speak of “readıng the Veda,’ and of 
“the “ Veda remaining to be finished,’ ete etc only when they are study- 
“img the Rk-portion of it, and not when they are reading the Brahmana- 
“ portion 

“Then again, there is a definite line differentiating the Rk, the 
“Sama and the Yajush from one another, and as such then properties of 
“ loudness could be duly ascertained and delegated to eich of them ‘The 
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“ Vedas on the other hand are mixed up with one another, and as such 
“that would always be a hopeless admixture of the properties m question 
“That ıs to say, there are certain Rk-verses that are found ın all the 
“three Vedas, and so also are certain Yayush sentences And hence if 
“ the character of the Vedas were the sole criterion for the application 
“of the properties, then, ın the case ,of such verses ıt could not be 
“ascertained whether they should be recited loudly or slowly (because 
“as oceurrmg ın the Rgveda they should be recited loudly, while 
“as occurring m the Yajurveda they should be repeated qumetly), 
“or we would have to take the properties as optional alternatives, 
“because the applicability to them of the name of one Veda would be 
“as correct and justifiable as that of the other and there are no grounds 
“for such option If, however, we take the words ‘ Rk,’ etc ın the 
“sentence ın question as expressing the classes of Rk etc , then we 
“are saved from these anomahes, because a single collection of letters 
“ does not belong to any two classes (“ Rk” and ‘ Sama’ f1 Je 

“ The latter theory has the further advantage of bemg ın keeping 
‘with the indications of the fact of the sentences ın question occurring 
“vn the context of the Jyotsshtoma Otherwise if the words were taken 
“as referring to the particular Vedas, then, inasmuch as the Veda treats 
“equally of all Grain Sacrifices, Anvmal-Sacrifices, One-day sacrifice, etc , 
“the properties laid down m the sentence ım question would pertain 
“ to all these sacrifices, and would thus overstep the bounds of the 
““ context ın which ıt occurs 

“ Obşectson ‘Even ın accordance with your theory, masmuch as the 
“ class Rk also would be found in several contexts, the contingency you 
“ have just shown would be equally possible in your case also If you seek 
“to restrict the inyunction to the Rk ın the context, on the ground of 
“ there being no reason for oversteppmg the bounds of the Context,—then 
“the same may be said in our case also, because we could restrict the 
“injunction to that much of the Veda as occurs in the Context’ 

“ Reply The two cases are not equally open to the objection , 
“because for us, inasmuch as the genus ‘ Rk’ mheres completely ın each 
“collection of letters (known as such), we have it m the Context, ın its 
‘complete form , for you, on the other hand, the Veda being a very large 
“ collection, it cannot exist in its complete form, in the Context If the 
“ class “Ek” had pervaded, as a single whole, over the collection of all Eks, 
“ then ıt could not exist, in its complete form, ın the Context , and ın that 
“ case, 16 would be exactly like the Veda For the character of “ Védatva’ 
“mheres only in the collection of all Mantras, Bidhmanas and Deductions 
€ —knovn as the ‘Ka@thaka’ and the ike—which treat of many sacrifices 
“€ For us, on the othe: hand, the generic character of the Rk, or Sama 
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“ or Yaşush iuheres, in its complete form, m each of the endless collections 
“ of such feet of verses, words and parts, as are found to form a sıngle 
“ syntactical whole And yüst as such corporate (collective) substances as 
“the Forest are related to the community of ‘Vanatva,’ so it 18 this 
“community of the collections of Ek that is spoken of as ‘jäta ” (in the 
“ sutra) Though the Bhashya, and the commentators on it, have ex 
“ plained the word “?dfa ” as synonymous with “?dafə, ”—yet this explanation 
“is not correct , because there can be no ‘jftz’ (‘ genus’ or class) in the 
“Rk, etc Because we have shown (in the Tarkapada) that there 18 no 
“ such class as ‘ gogabdatva’ inhering in the word ‘go’ (which is made 
“up of the two letters g and 6), and then how could there be any such 
“classes as the ‘Rk, ‘Sama’ and “ Yajush,’ all of which would be as 
“mpossible as the class ‘ Vakyatva’ ? 

“ That is to say, we have already shown, unde: the Tadbaqtadhıkasana, 
“that we cannot, lke the class “ Braémanatva,’ assume any such class as 
€“ YVdükyatoa” as mhermg either in the last letter of the sentence or m 
“the whole aggregate of letters arranged in a certain order, each of which 
“is manifestable by means of distinct efforts, organs and positions of 
“ speech , because of the fact of these letters being separated fiom one 
“another by the intervention of the desire to recognize the relationship 
“ of the denotations of words with parts differing from one another And 
“ m the same manner, we could not assume any such class as ‘ Rktva,’ 
“< Yagushtva’ or ‘Sa@matva, all of which depend upon certain letters 
“ and anton itions arranged in a definite order 

“ For these reasons, what we must take the word ‘ /ata ” to mean 1s the 
“aggregate community—called ‘Rk,’ or“ Yagush,’ or ‘ Séma’-—which 
“ mnheres in every one of such collections ot words as torm a single syn 
“ tactical whole , and there?s no class known by any of those names Just as 
“among certam words, whose sigmifications are based upon their etymo 
“logical composition, we admit of a community other than the Olass,—so 
“the community of aggregates, spoken of as ‘ 7aéa,’ is something wholly 
“different fom what is known as ‘(lass’ o) “2866” In ordinary parlance 
“ too, the words ‘ata’ and ?afz” are taken just as we have explumed , and 

hence we must interpret the sëtra accordingly ” 


SIDDHANTA 
Süt a (2) (It pertains to the Veda) because of the fact of 
the words occurring in a context dealing mostly with the Veda 


Question “What do you mean by ‘ Piāyadurçana’ here? Certunly 
ib is not similar to the P) ayadaə çanas ’ mentioned in other places ,—that 1s 
“why we put you the question The sutra ‘ P: ayévacandcca’ (11—n—12) 


[$ 
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“ has been explained as because of the mention being in a content where all the 
‘rest are Primarves—‘ Pr dyé’ being taken as ‘ Pradhanaprüyd ’, so also ın the 
“sütra ‘ Viçaye prayadarçanat” (Il—im—16), the word “prüya” has been 
“ explamed as ‘ sanskd@rapraya,’ the meaning of the sütra being—because we 
€ find at an a context where all the rest are subsidsary pursficatory rites, such as 
“ the milking of the cow, etc In the casein question, however, we cannot take 
“the sūtra to bring forvard the reason that the Rk, etc, are seen where all 
“ the rest are Vedas, because there are no Vedas apart from these Rk, etc 
“ themselves, and hence the latter could not be spoken of as appearing ın 
‘ the midst of the former Consequently there can be no ‘ pröyadarçasa ” 
“ın the case in question ” 

Reply What we mean ıs that these words—‘ Rk,’ eto —are found 
in ‘Vedapraya’—1e ina Context that begins with speaking of the Veda, 
and as such are presented to the mind which is pervaded by the idea of 
the Veda The BAAsAya quotes the sentence wherem there 1s a mention 
of the Veda, and in continuation of which we have the sentence under 
consideration —‘ Prajyapatirva idaméka dsit tasmüt trayo déva 
ajadyanta tébhyak trayo vödü asrjyanta . agnerrgvédo, vilyorya- 
jurvédah adityāt simavedah’ 

Then, ıt has been argued by the Pérvapaksh: that “ on account of the 
strength of the direct declaration of the object of Injunction (in the 
sentence under consideration), we should take the word ‘ Veda,’ occurring 
ın the Arthavadda passage (just quoted), as indicating the parts of the 
Veda, the Rk, etc” 

To this we make the following reply The comparatave anthontative 
strength or weakness as based upon the relationship of the Injunction and 
the Arthāvāda ıs wholly different from that based upon the fact of the 
cognition appearing in the beginning of a sentence or m a latte: part 
of it 

That ıs to say, those Arth@vadas that are found in the Veda after the 
object of the Injunction has been mentioned, may be weaker in their 
authority (than the Injunction), but those that appear before them are 
certainly stronger, because of their appearing first (mukhya, ht) Asa 
matter of fact, m the case of every word the only reason that can make ıt 
give up its direct denotation is the mcompatibility of that denotation 
(with something else expressed on a stronger authority) , and this mcom-~ 
patibility is cognized only when this something else, its counter entity, 
has been perceived And ın the case ın question we find that, at the tıme 
that we meet with the sentence ‘iayo tëdā asryyanta, etc,’ we have no 
mention of the words “ Ek, etc which you hold to be denotative of the 
community, (as these words appear after some time, lower down m the 
text) , and as such there 1s nothing percerved at the tame, with which the 
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direct denotation of the word ‘Kedah’ (ın the former sentence) could be 
found to be moompatible and the word taken as ındırectly indicating the 
component Rk, ete Thus then, while the mind 1s fully pervaded with 
the idea of the Veda directly denoted by the word “ Vedah,’ we come across, 
ın a subsequent sentence, the words ‘Rk,’ etc (an the sentence under 
consideration) , and finding that ın their direct denotations, these latter 
words are not construable with the rest of the sentence, we take them, 
on the strength of this incompatibility, in then indirect sense (1e as 
indicating the source of the Rk, etc, the several Veda») And thus even 
though these words appear ın the Injunction they are much weaker in 
authonty than the preceding Arthavada, which is much stronger in its 
authority,—im accordance with the sutra ‘ Mukhyam vü pūrvacodanāt lokavat’ 
(X11—n—33) 

Objectton “In accordance with the Sütra VI—v—54,—that ‘ when 
«one comes before the other, the former ıs weaker than the latter ——ıt 
“ must be admitted that the idea of the Veda, biought about by the 
“ Arthavdda (‘tébhyo veda asrpyanta, etc) appearing ın the beginning, 
“ would be set aside by the idea brought about by the subsequent Injunc- 
“ton, which latter must, therefore be accepted as the more authori- 
“ tative.” 

Reply Not so, the comparative strength of sentences based upon 
precedence and sequence 1s admitted only in cases where the ideas brought 
about by the sentences are mdependent of one another That 1s to say, 
when we find certain contradictory things spoken of, independently of one 
another, ın distinct sentences, then alone do we find that, while the 
sentence occurring first appears m its full form without having to set 
aside anything else, the sentence appearmg subsequently 1s not capable 
of having an existence without setting aside its contradictory precedent , 
and hence in such cases alone we apply the rule of the stronger authority of 
that which follows over that which goes before Tn a case, however, where 
the things are spoken of as dependent upon one another, that iule is not 
applicable, because ın such cases the two sentences are syntactically 
connected, on the sole ground of their mutual requirements , and under 
the circumstances, ıt 1s that which has been already cogmzed by means 
of the preceding sentence, that requires what 1s subsequently mentioned, 
to be ın keeping with itself, or to add something over and above itself , 
consequently that which 18 not found to be over and above this, or to be ın 
keeping with it, is not taken as syntactically connected with the previous 
sentence, for the simple reason that ıt 1s not required by ıt And at the 
tame that the preceding sentence expresses its meaning, the subsequent 
sentence does not exist, and as such could not set it aside, consequently ıt 
ws the preceding sentence that possesses stronger authority 
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Thus then, ın the case in question, masmuch as the Injunction 
and the Arthavada treat of the same object, at the time that the Vedas are 
described in the Arthavada, ib is concluded that there ıs something to be 
laid down for these Vedas, and what is wanted to be known 1s the 
particula: thing to be laid down for them, and that for which it should be 
laid down Consequently from the sentence appearing subsequently we 
single out only that which is wanted , and as 1b is only the object to be 
laid down—and not that for which it 1s to be laid down—that 1s wanted, 
we take only the loudness etc as connected with previous sentence, and 
not the Rk, etc , and thus, inasmuch as no significance ıs attached to 
these latter, they cannot be spoken of as forming part of the object of the 
Injunction, and as such they cannot set aside the Arthavada (im the 
preceding sentence) İn fact ıt ıs the Vedaas mentioned nn the Arthavida 
that 18 recognized as that with reference to which we have the subse- 
quent Injunction And hence the words ‘Rk,’ etc m this latter must be 
taken as indicating the Vedas (Rgveda, etc ) 

As for the Veda, on the other hand, inasmuch as ıt is far more 
extensive (than the Rk, etc ), there can be no reason by whrchit could be 
taken as indicating its part, the Rk-Verses, etc , while the Rk-Verses, etc 
bemg contained in the Veda, could very well be taken as indicating this 
latter (as a collection of themselves) And just as, in other cases, there is 
nothing incongruous in the Arthavadas bemg taken m thei mdırect 
indicated sense, because of their bemg mere descriptive eulogies,—so, in 
the same manner ın the case in question, where the Injunction has the 
same object that has been already mentioned in the preceding Arthavada, 
the words‘ Bk,’ etc are merely descriptive references (to the Veda therein 
mentioned), and as such there can be nothing meongruous in these being 
taken as indirectly indicating the Vedas 

Consequently the whole sentence under consideration should be 
construed in the following way: ‘Inasmuch as these Vedas came ont 
(of Agni, etc ), they should be recited loudly, ete’, and bs with reference 
to this well established fact that we have the subsequent words “ Rk,’ 
etc (in the sentence ‘uecash red,’ ete) Otherwise these words would be 
wholly ırrelevant, because of the diversity mn the objects of the Injunction 
and the Arthavida 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the properties spoken of 
pertain to the Vedas 


Sūtra (3) Because of indicative texts 
It 1s that mdirect Indicataon which has been met with before that 
presents itself to the mınd much sooner than any other And we have 
often fouad the words ‘Rk,’ etc idicatmg the Vedas—ifa im the sen- 
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tence ‘Rybhih prütm dim deva 1yate, yayuivédéna tıshthatı madhy&-hnah, 
simavédénistamayé mahiyate, Vedarraginyarstribhiréta Sdtryah,’—we find 
that the three last feet, all, speak of the Vedas, and hence we are led to 
take the word ‘Rh’ (in “ Rgbhh’) as indicating the Rgveda , specially 
as the last feet speaks of ‘Vedazk’ ın the Plural (which could not be if 
only two Vedas, the Sama and the Yayush, were meant), which distinctly 
shows that the word ‘Rk’ indicates the whole of the Rgveda— Mantras 
as well as Brahmanas 

Then, ıt has been urged that the students of Veda use the word 
“Veda” for the Mantra It ıs true that they use ıt in that vay, but in 
the case of all such usages, we must take the word ‘ Veda’ as used mn its 
secondary meaning But in spite of this usage, m accordance with the 
Sūtra _I—in—9, we must admit that the Indication (that of the Veda 
by the words “ Rk, etc ) 1s more authoritative than the other (that of the 
mantras by the word “ Veda’) [as the former ıs based upon a Vedic 
Arthavada, while the latter 1s based upon mere usage] 


[The fourth sūtra is taken by the Vartika, after the exghth, at the end of 
the Adhtkarana ) 


Süti a (5) One who knows the three Vedas is spoken of as 
‘Trayividya ’ 

Even if the discussion is to be carrie on, in accordance with ordinary 
usage, we have the usage of the words ‘ Rk,’ ete m the sense of the 
Vedas 

“ How?’ 

You know very well that the Ak, Sima and Yajush are known as 
“Trayi , and the word “ Trayivedya’ is capable of being explaimed only as 
‘ Trayi Vidya asya” ‘This word is found to be apphed, in usage, to one who 
has read the three Vedas, and not to one who has only read the Rk verse, 
the Sdma-song and the Yajush, because the name 1s never applied to the 
Samavédis, even though, ın knoving the Samavédu he knows the three— 
vız the Rk verses, Sümas, as well as certain Yajush Consequently, ıt 
follows that ın the word “ Trayividya, the word ‘ tayi’ is used in the 
sense of the Three Vedas, and hence ıt must be admitted that the words 
“ Rk,’ ‘Sama’ and “ Yaşush, which are spoken of ın lexicons as co-exten 
sive with the word ‘trayz,’ denote the Vedas themselves, and thus too 
we find that the words “ Rk,’ etc aie applied to the Vedas 
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Sutra (6) Obj “In a case where there is transference, the 
Injunction will have to be taken ın its direct signification ” 


This 1s a reference to a previous objection (the sense whereof 1s this) . 
“ In a case where a Rk-verse will be found in the Yagurieda, it will have to 
“ be sung slowly, as occurring wn the Yujurveda, according to the Siddhanta, 
“ this however is not the case, while according to us, being a Rk-verse, in 
““whichsoever Veda it might appear it will be quite reasonibly sung 
‘ loudly , m keeping with the duect signification of the Injunction ” 


Sitra(?) Reply No, because the qualification belongs to the 
whole 


The mere fact of being found ın the text of a Veda does not make a 
sentence lable to be called by the name of that Veda The fact 1s that 
that which is enjomed by one Veda, is always done in accordance with 
that Veda, consequently a mantra would be called by the name of that 
Veda ın which it may be emomed If it should be found to have been 
enjomed m both Vedas (the Yayush and the Rk), then, inasmuch as the law 
laid down in the Sutra 111—ın-—10 would not apply to the case, we could 
not but take the two (qu ilificatıons of loudness and lowness) as optional 
alternatives for that Mantra 


Sür. a (8) Because of being connected (syntactically) with 
‘Veda,’ the indication (by the words ‘RK,’ etc of the Rgveda, 
etc ) could be set aside by the context 


[That 1s to say, Syntactical Connection bemg more authoritative than 
Context, there would be nothins objectionable in the dications of the 
Context being rejected ın favour of Syntactical Connection | 

Some people read ‘ badhétu’ instead of ‘ badhyéta 


Sutra (4) Because of the injunction of qualification, it could 
have no connection with the substance 


If the injunctions were taken as layıng down the qnahficatıons of the 
verse, etc, then, masmuch as the sentence ‘Ricyadhyitdham Sima 
göyatı” points to the fact of the Sama never being separate from the Rk, 
th: qualification of the former would be included m that of the latter, 
and as such the further myun tion ‘ Uccazh Sama’ would be wholly redun- 
dant Because itis not possible for one to sing the Sama based upon a 

Rk ın any other way, while he is reciting the Rk itself loudly 
Tf however we take the qualifications as laid down for the Vedas, both 
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injunctions become quite justified, inasmuch as what is enjomed by the 
Sa@maveda 1s wholly different from that which 1s enjoined by the Rgvéda 

Objection “The myjunction uccarh sāmnā would have its use ım the 
“case of such Samas as are not based on a Rk,—such, for instance, as the 
“ Sama of the Praşüpatıhrdaya” 

Reply Not so, because that Sama does not form an auxiliary to the 
Jyotushtoma , and the Injunctions of ‘loudness,’ appearing in the context 
of the Jyotishtoma, could pertain to those Samas of the Hymns occurring m 
that sacrifice, and as a matter of fact we find that m that sacrifice no 
Sama 1s sung which is not based upon a Rk 

And further, there being very few Sümas not based on Rks, your 
explanation removes the taint of redundancy (ın the Injunction “ Uccaik 
Sümnd”) to an extremely small extent 

For these reasons, 1t must be admitted that the qualifications pertain 
to the Vedas 


ADHIKARANA (2) 
[In the Adhana the singing 18 to be done slowly ) 


Sutra (9) When the Primary and the Accessory belong to two 
different Vedas, the Vedic characteristic of the Accesssory 18 
determined by the Primary, as the Accessory 1s subservient to 
the purposes of the Primary 


We now proceed to consider a case where the Primary laid down ın 
one Veda (the Adhana mn the Fayurveda, f1 ) has an accessory laid down in 
another Veda (f 1 the singing of the Samas, VGravantiya, etc laid down 
in the S&maveda) In such cases the question arises as to whether the 
Accessory (singing) ıs to be done in a way ın keeping with the Veda in 
which its Primary happens to be laid down (f 1 quietly, ön account of the 
Adhana bemg laid down in the Yajurveda), 01 it is to be done ın a way in 
keeping with the Veda mn which it is itself laid down (fı loudly, on 
account of the S@ma-singung being laid down in the Saémavéda) 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Inasmuch as the qualifications based upon names pertain to each 
“unit, the way in which a certain thing is to be done is that ın keeping 
“with the character of the Veda ın which it happens to be mentioned ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the followmg reply Ina case where there 
18 one qualification pertaining to the Accessory by ıtself, and another 
pertaming to it, through the Primary,—the former qualification 1s always 
to be taken as set aside by the latter 

That is to say, the two qualifications bemg wholly incompatible with 
each other, and hence ıt bemg necessary to set aside one of them, ıt 18 
always that pertaiming to the Accessory by itself that ıs to be set aside , 
as it is only thus that the Piimaty would be performed as ıt should be, 
without its bemg deprived of its own accompaniments , and certaimly the 
proper fulfilment of the Piimary 1s a business of the Accessory also, 
as this latter also operates solely for the sake of the former Conse- 
quently, if, ın consideration of its own qualification, it were to deprive the 
Primary of its natural accompaniment, then there would be a disruption 
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of that action (the Primary) for the sake of which it was meant to operate 
Though ın such a case the prope: fulfilment of the Primary with all its 
accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory of its own 
natural accompaniment,—yet, as the fact of the Accessory bemg equipped 
with all its acco npaniments is not so very necess u ye ( is that of the 
Primary}, the, e would be nothing meong1uous in the said deprival 

Consequentl,, mismuch as the Adhüna belongs to the Yujuivéda, 
the Sadmas that are accessory to it should be sung quietly 

Objectron “As a matter of fact, we recognize the rule to be 
“that only that much of the Adhāna ıs to be done qmetly, which 
“ig enjomed in the Yajurveda, and as such the quzetness could not 
“pertain to the singing of the Sama tis only the Primary action 
“(the Adhina) itself and its other Accessoires that belong to the 
o Fajurveda, and hence it is these alone that should be done qusetly ” 

Reply It s not so, because it is distinctly shown m Satna XI— 
u—7 that the Accessories are engoned as along with the Primary, because 
of the injunction, and also m Sutra XI—1—16 that on account of the 
whole Injunction (of the Primary with its Accessories) forming a single 
declaration etc (all the vccessories are to be peiformed in accord ince 
with the Primuy) Consequently when we find certain Accessories 
mentioned m the comprehensive Injunction of the performance of the 
Primary with all its accessories,—even if these Accessories be found to 
have their o1igin elsewhere (ın another Veda fı ),—then Injunction will 
have to be taken as belonging to that Veda wherein we have the Piimary 
Consequently the Adhāna together with all rts accessorzes belonging to 
the Yajurveda, every one of them should be done quietly 

Objectton ““ In that case, the quietness would belong to the accesso 
“€ mes, on the simple ground of their belonging to the Yajurveda, anc 
€ as such ıt would not be a fit basis for the present Adhikarana, ın 
€ which you seek to establish the fact of the qualification of the Accessory 
“being rejected ın favour of that of the Primary, with which latter 
€ the former ıs compatible (while as you have just explained, the 
“ Accessory ın question would have the same qualification as the Primary, 
“and as such there would be no incompatibility between the two) And 
“ forthe: the Quietness of the Sama, as pertainıng to it as an Accessory, 19 
“ equal to its Loudness , and the Quietness inhering m the Accessory (singing) 
“ cannot be spoken of as belonging to the Primary (Adhdna), and 
“hence the rejection of the Quietness (1nhering in the Accessory) would 
“ meah a rejection of the qualification of the Primary, and such a rejection 
6“ would not deprive the performance of the Prımnary of its natural Quretness 
& If, however, ın some way or other, the qualification of the Accessory 
“be spoken of as the ‘Qualification of the Primary, then, m that case, 


” 
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“ Loudness also (which is a qualification of the Sama that ıs an accessory 
“of the Adhdna) could be spoken of as such a qualification (of the 
“ Prımary .Adhüna), and thus both the Loudness and Quietness (of the 
“ accessory Sama) would be equally authoritative ” 

Reply It ıs ın view of the fact of the Samas having then originative 
Injunction in the Sömaseda that those appearing m connection with the 
Yajur vedic action of Adhana are spoken of as “ belonging to a different 
Veda’, and ıt 1s only ın consequence of the Primary (Adhana) being laid 
down as connected with all its Accessories, that we come to conclude 
that the Sama singing—one of these Accessories—is to be done quetly 
That ıs to say if the Sāmas in question had their origin in the 
Yajurvéda, then alone could the Quzetness have belonged to it as its 
natural qualification, as ıt is, however, they have their origin m the 
Sümazeda , and as such itis Loudness that belongs to them by their nature, 
and ıt is only by reason of their being connected (in the present instance) 
with a Primary (belonging to the Yajurvéda) that they come to be sung 
quietly, and as such this quietness could very well be spoken of as the 
‘Qnahfcation of the Primary’ 

Objectzon ‘Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Adana ıs that ıt 
“should be done, along with all its Accessories, by the Yajurveda, the 
“ Quietness comes to be recoguized as belonging to 1t with all rts accessorzes , 
sand as such the Quze*ness comes to be quite natural to the Accessory 
“ Sama” 

Reply Not so, because the very fact of the Adhana being mentioned 
as laid down with all its Accessories, shows that the Accessory 1s not the 
principal factor Because it is only when the Primary has certain Acces- 
soraes subservient to it that it is spoken of as ‘sdnga’ Consequently it is 
the Primary (Adhana) alone that directly pertains to the Yajurveda, ind 
is such Quietness belongs naturally to that alone , and it is as belonging 
to this Primary that ıt is spoken of as extending to the Accessories , and 
these latter are not enjoined as themselves connected with Quzetness 

Thus then, (if the Sama-senging ın connection with the Adhina were 
not done guzetly), 1t would be the Qualification of the Primary, as pertain 
ing to the Accessory, that would be rejected , because the Primary throws 
1t3 Qualification into the Accessories , and hence in whichsoever accessory 
that Qualification would be rejected, that would mean a deficiency ın the 
Piimary itself 

As fm Loudness, it 18 not recognized as a qualihcation of the Primary 
(A9hana), because the Quahfication of the Accessories are never trans 
ferred to the Primary 

Objection *“ We find that the natural qualification of the Accessory 
€ Samu ( Loudne s) belones to it directly while that of the Poamary (ie 
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“ Quietness) could belong to that Accessory, only indirectly, through the 
“Primary , and thus the comparative authoritativeness of the two would 
“ be quite contrary to what you hold ıt to be(1e the former would be more 
“ authontative than the latter) 

Reply True, the natural qualification of the Accessory pertaming 
to ıt directly, is very much more quickly perceived as belonging to ıt, but 
still, the Qualification of the Primary, being found to belong to it, subse- 
quently, after the comprehension (of the comprehensive Direction of the 
performance of the Primary with its Accessories), sets aside the former 
qualificition, m accordance with the law laid down under Sūtra V1—v 
—ö4 

Objection “This law would lead to the application of Quretness to 
“ those Stotras and Castras (Hymns of the Sa@maveda) also, which are 
“ non-Yajurvedic accessories to the Jyotishtoma ” 

Reply True, 1t does become applicable to these also But in regard 
to all these, different accents are used, m consequence of distinct directions 
to that effect Thatis to say, ın connection with the Larçapü? namösa, there 
are Accessories enjomed in two Vedas, and ıt would appear as if various 
Vedic accents were to be employed ın connection with these , but in accord- 
ance with the law laid down in the sūtra under discussion, they would all 
become amenable to the single tone of Quietness which belongs to the 
Yajurvedic Primary (the Darçapirnamdüsa) But then finally, we come 
across certain Vedic Directions laying down definite Tones for them,—f1 
the directions — The part of the saci1fice down to the Apyabhaga- 
offering ıs to be done ın goz” tones, the rest ın medium tones, and that 
beginning with the Anuydja with the highest (loudest) tones’ Similarly 
there are certain Vər: sacrifices, modifications of the Dargapirnamasa 
offerings,—such as the Ishti, the Pagubandha, etc ,—which would appear 
to be subject to the three tones just mentioned in connection with their 
Original (the Darçapürnamüsa), but, on account of the fact of therr 
bemg directly enjomed as subsidiary to a sacrifice belonging to a par- 
ticular Veda (the Yajurveda), they come to be taken as done with the 
tone pecuhar to this Veda (1e quietly) , but then, ıt ıs found that, in 
accordance with the Süzra 111—vn—51, the comprehensive Injunction of 
the performance (of the Primary with all its subsidiaries) (on which 
Injunction rest the subsidiaries ın question) is much weake: in its autho- 
rity, on account of its bemg dependent upon a direct Injunction, and 
hence ıt ıs finally concluded that the tones to be employed are all the 
three as laid down in the above-quoted Direction Exactly in the same 
manner, ın the case of the Dikshanty@, etc , subsidiaries of the Jyotushtoma, 
they would, at first sight, appear to be amenable to the three tones laid 
down ın connection with their original (the Jyotishtoma) , but this amena 


SINGING TO BE SLOW AT ADHANA 1145 


bility 18 set aside by the fact of thew mjunctions being contamed in a 
particular Veda (which fact would justify the use of a single tone); 
but ıt 18 again brought forward by the distinct Injunction (that “the 
ectypes are to be performed in the same way as their archetypes’), 
bat then it ıs found that the Jyotsshtoma belongs to the Yajurveda, and 
that ıt does not take up the apparently useful qualifications of any Original 
(for the simple reason that ıt ıs not the ectype of any other sacrifice), 
and hence ın accordance with the sūtra under discussion, the subsidiaries 
ın question would come to be taken as amenable to the Quret tone of the 
Jyotushtoma , but the application of the present sūtra to this case 18 set 
aside by the distinct Injunction that “one should recite the Dikshaniya ın 
whatever tones he may desire,’ which distinctly lays down all the three 
tones—High, Medium and Low—for the Dikshaniya together with all its 
subsidiary Hymns, etc In the same manner, inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
toma is found to be amenable to the three tones—the Low, the Med1- 
um and the Hıgh —laıd down ın connection with each of its dıs- 
vinctly mentioned three Savanas, all its subsidiaiies also come, through 
the Primary, to be connected with the same three tones And then, 
we meet with another Vedic direction to the effect that ‘all that 
precedes the Agnishomiya offering should be done quietly’, and this 
points out the Dzkshaniyd, etc with ill their accessories, as to be done 
quietly (because ıt precedes the Aqnishomiya offering) , but then we have 
certain other particular tones specified as belonging only to the Dikshanıyd, 
etc, and these belong to themselves, and not to their Accessories , because 
these tones are laid down with reference to the Dikshaniya, etc alone 
by themselves, ın the following Durection ‘The Dekshaniyü should 
be sung as loudly as one may wish, the Prayaniya 1s to be done m & low 
tone, the Atithya in still lower tones, and very quietly ın the Upasat’ 
But masmuch as the last, Quzetness, 18 found to have been already laid 
down in the previous extensive Injunction, its mention in this Direction 
must be taken as a mere passing reference, by way of eulogizng the 
tones laid down ın connection with the DöksAaniyö, etc Inthe Agnishomiya 
offering, however, there ıs a return of the tones of its original sacrifice, 
laid down, in connection with the division of that orginal (Jyotishfoma), 
mto the three Savanas,—in the sentence “ın low tones, to the end of the 
Ayyübhagü, ete’ Ox we could divide the performance with all accessories 
ınto three parts, just like those of the Savana, and then employ the three 
tones—the Low, the Medium and the High—ın accordance with that 
division 

The same case holds respecting the tones to be employed ın connec- 
tion with the Anubandhya, the Avabhrtha, and the Vdayaniya 

The Savaniya, ete performed at the time of the extracting of the 
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Soma-juice would also appear to be amenable to the same three tones a 
those just mentioned , but on account of their being included within the 
Pratahsavana, etc the tones of those are regulated ın accordance with 
particular Savana ın which they occur 

Objectzon “Inasmuch as the words of the Savana are expressive 
“of the parts of the Soma sacrifice, they could not have the tones of the 
“ Savana,—just as the subsidiaries of the Dikshaniya do not have the tones 
“of the Dekshaniya ” 

Reply Not so, because the Locative ending ın ‘ Savané’ distinctly 
shows that the tones belong to all the mantras that are used at the time of 
the Savana, and hence even though the words be expressive of the parts 
of the Soma sacrifice, yet they would be amenable to the tones of the 
Savana For if we had the genitive ending with ‘ Savana,’ then the 
Injunction of the tones—low, etc —-would apply to those mantras alone that 
are accessories to the Savana, as ıt is, however, we have the Locative , and 
hence whichsoeve:r mantra happens to be employed zn the Savana, ıt 
becomes connected with the three tones—the Low, etc 

Some people make the following declaration “If all that the 
“ Locatıve means is that the Savanas are the contamner of the mautras, 
“then these latter do not become amenable to the tones—low, etc , because 
“mantias are never spoken of as the contazned , and the tones would 
“ come to apply only to the Savanzya, ete , which are spoken of as distmetly 
“ contamed an the Juvana, while as for such auxiliaries of the Savana as 
“the Stotra, the Custra, the Anuvākyā, etc —the tones, low, etc — vould 
“ not belong to them, on account of the absence of the genitive endmg 
“(with ‘ Savana’) ” 

To the above we offer the folloving reply The above objection 18 
scarcely tenable , because even without the gemtive ending, we can have 
the sense of the genitive conveyed by the fact of the Savana being the 
container For instance, the bud is held to exist in the tree, just as well 
as the flower exists ın it, and hence the character of the contained ın both 
(though we speak of ‘vrkshé pushpam,’ yet ıt can also mean “ Yrekslasya 
pushpam) (and hence the Mantras, the Stotra, etc would be as well eon- 
tarned ın the Savana as the Savanzya) 

Or, we may take the whole of the Stotra et. as accessory to the 
Sutyü (extracting of the Soma juice), and in that case, the Savanas 
would contain them just as well as they do the other accessories Conse- 
quently, though the Stotra, etc, from the very beginning, had appeared 
to be amenable to the tones of various Vedas, yet all that 1s set aside 
by the Quzetness, that 1s pomted out as belonging to them, by the 
fact of their being subsidiary to a Primary (that belongs to the Yazırteda) 
And ıt ıs for this reason that we 1ecıte the Stotra etc im connection 
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with the jurce-extracting, ın the low, or the medium, or the high tone, 
ın accordance with the Savana in which they happen to occur, as such 18 
the distinct Injunction on the pomt 

What has been explained just now applies to all the ectypes of the 
Jyctishtoma 


Question ‘Where then would there be room for the use of the 
“accentuations peculiar to the several Vedas ? ” 

Answer In acco:dance with the Sütra 111—vn—5l, ın a case where 
in connection with a Vekriz sacrifice, which is connected with accessories 
having the accentuation of the original sacrifice, there happens to oe laid 
down an altogether new accessory belonging to another Veda (this 
accessory would have the tone peculiar to this other Veda, and thns this 
Vokrin sacrifice would have the tones of the two Vedas, that to which 
the original belongs, and that connected with which the new Accessory 18 
laid down) 


Objectzon “Even in such a case, m accordance with the sitra under 
“discussion, the subsequently-enjomed Accessory would have the same 
“ tone as 1ts Primary, the Vzkriz sacrifice ın question 

€ Question ‘Then, in that case, we could have the tone of two 
“ Vedas in a case, where, the Fikri: belonging to a Veda ‘other than to 
“€ which its Original belongs, and the remaining accessories of that Vikrta 
“ having the tone of the original, another new accessory happens to be 
“ enjoined ın the same Veda as the Vikrtı 

“ But that too could not be, as ın this case also the tone 1s got at 
“ through the Primary itself 

“ Question ‘In that case, that Primary sacrifice itself would have 
“€ the tones of the two Vedas’ 

“ Not so, because that too has the same tone as its Original 

“Then a case,—where the new Accessory does not come in through 
“ the Prim iry,—would be one of the presence of the tone of two Vedas’ 

“That would not be possible, because there also we have the same 
“ qualification that belongs to the Primary 

“Then again, when the sacrifices have been divided into three parts 
“ (the three Savanas), and the Tone remains the qualification of these 
“ parts of the sacrifices, even though something new ın the Accessory 
“might come m, 1t would fall into one of these parts , and hence it could 
“not but be equipped with the properties of the Orginal sacrifice, 
‘specially as the case would not be similar to the Yupdvatastaranava, in 
€ And for this reason also, there can not be any case where we have the 
‘tones of many Vedas 

€ And further, the mention (of ‘ Loudness,’ etc ) ın the context (of 
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“ the Jyot:shfoma) would be wholly useless (as there would be no case 
“ where all the three tones could be employed) ” 

To the above, we make the following reply 

It would not be useless, as the mjunction ‘ what is done through the 
Yaşpush 13 to be done quietly’ would apply to all the Darvihomae (as 
these employ only Yajush mantras) Then as fo: the Rgveda and the 
Samavedu, the mnyunctıon of Loudness with regard to these would have 
18 use ın connection with accessories other than the necessary ones 
(that ıs with those that are laid down with a view to a particular 
desirable result, and that which 1s laid down as to be performed only 
‘when certain specified conditions present themselves) The injunctions, 
such as ‘The morning savana is to be done in low tones,’ are neces- 
sary ones, and as such they belong only to the necessary accessories, 
not being connected with the kümya (that which is done with a view 
to a certaın desirable result) and the Nawmitika (the conditional, to 
be performed only when certain conditions p:esent themselves) accessories 
Consequently any accessories of the latter two kinds, that are enjoined by 
the Rgveda or the “ Samaveda, are to be done loudly ,—as for instance, 
‘ Bhinnamabhimrigedyatrité, cıdabhaçrıshah, etc, etc’ In the same way 
we could cite instances of the Yayurvedic Quietness of tone , so also, those 
accessories (of the Jyotshtoma) that appear after the Suiy3, not bemg 
taken up by the Savanas (and hence not being connected with Savana 
tones), come to have the same tone as that belonging to the Veda m 
which each of them occurs, and hence ıt becomes established that the 
Sama singing of the Avabhrtha also 1s to be done loudly Otherwise they 
would be performed just as one might wish In the Sama» about the 
Dikshaniya, however, we will have the Quet tone (of the Yayurveda) , 
because of the specific direction that ‘all that precedes the Agnishoma 18 
to be done qmetly , while again fo. the Pravaryya Sümas, we would have 
Loudness, according to the Direction ‘ Uccath pravarjzyéna’ 

As tor the Samus connected with the Adhana, however, we would have 
them done quietly, because of their bemg laid down by Injunctions ım 
connection with a Primary sacrifice belonging to the Yayjurveda, for the 
sentences ‘ya Evam vidvdn Vamadevyam gdayati,’ etc belong to the 
Yajurveda Consequently, the case of the Samus should not have been 
cited as an example of the sūtra, because ın this case, as just shown, the 
Sama is sung quietly, not because of the mcompatiblity between the quali- 
fication of the Primary and the Accessory as mentioned ın the sétra, 
but on account of their injunctions being contamed m the Yajurveda 

To this argument, some people reply as follows “It ıs the 
“ Sdmaveda that brings forth the forms of the Sdmas , but ıt does not speak 
“ of them by way of laying down their applications or uses (which is done 
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“by the Yajurveda , and hence they are amenable to the peculiarities of 
“ both the Vedas) ” 

But this reasoning 1s scarcely correct , for in that case the discussion 
would have turned upon a consıderatıön of the comparative strength 
and weakness of Omgmative and Applicatory Inyunctions,—and not of the 
contradiction between the properties of the Primary and the Accessory (as 
18 done in the sūtra), and in that case, the Sıddhānta conclusion would 
have been ın the form that ‘imasmuch as the performance ıs dependent 
upon the Applıcatory Injunctions, greater authoritativeness should be 
attached to this latter (and the Samas would be sung qutetly m the Jyotish- 
foma for this reason, and not for the reason of the S@ma being an Acces- 
sory and hence not taking its own character of Loudness which is contra 
dıctory to the character of the Primary Jyotishtoma, as declared ın the 
sūtra) 

In view of this, there 1s vet another explanation offered by some 
people, ıt ıs this “In certain texts of the Samaveda itself, there are 
“ applıcatory Injunctions of the Sdmas (that are laid down m the 
“ Yajurveda also) (And thus there would be a contradiction between 
“ these two Injunctions, on which the sūtra is based) ” 

But (if there were such an applıcatory Injunction of the Sama 
ın the Samaveda itself), the mere repetition of the same Injunction m the 
Yajurveda would have very little use If the two Injunctions were 
treated ın the same manner as the several Injunctions (of the same thing) 
met with ın various texts of the same Veda,—then, ın that case, the 
Pirvapaksha would have been ın the form that, “ the two tones of Loudness 
and Quzetness should be treated as optional alternatives ” (as such is the 
conclusion in the case of two imjunctions being found in two different 
texts,— Vide II—rv—8—32) And this too, only if such an Injunction 
alleged to exist in the Sümaceda were actually quoted from ıt If, 
however, no such actual Injunction be forthcoming, the explanation 
offered could not be admissible 


ADHIKARANA (B) 


For these reasons, then, we must take the words ‘guna’ (Acces- 
sory) and ‘mukhya’ (Primary) ın the sūtra to have been used ın the 
sense of the Onginative and the Applicatory Injunctions respectively 
And accordingly we should expound the Adöskarana ın the following 
manner 

Question to be dealt with Ina case where a thing, having its origi 
in one Veda, has its application or use laid down in another Veda, should 
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that thing be equipped with the properties peculiar to the former Veda, 
or with those of the latter ? 


Pirvapaksha “Inasmuch as the origination of a thing always 
“ precedes 1ts application, the properties employed should be those of the 
“Veda m which it has its origin” 


Siddhanta The properties should be those of that Veda which lays 
down its applıcatıon—(1) because the origination of a thing 1s only for 
the sake of the uses to which ıt may be applıed, (2) because ıt 18 only 
when the thing ın question—the Sama singing—is applied to use that it 
stands ın need of some tone to be applied to it , and hence the tones enjomed 
(m the Injunction ‘Uccarh rea, etc’) are those that are perceived at the 
tıme of usage, and not at the time of the ormgination, as there is no 
injunction of its being brought into action at that time 


ADHIKARANA (C) 


Or, we could take the word ‘ vyatzkrama’ ın the süira, not as signify- 
ing either Rejection or Contradiction, but as denoting mon-concomitance,—1 e 
existence ın different places Thus then, we would have the Adhikarana 
as follows — 

Questton Ina case where the Origenation and the Application of a 
certain thing are non concomitant,—1e the oregimation is in one Veda 
and the application ın another,—with the properties of which Veda should 
the Sama be equipped ? 

Pirvapaksha “It must be equipped with the properties of the 
“ Originative Veda, or with those of one or the other, optionally ” 


Seddhanta It should be equipped with those of the Applicatory 
Veda, as application 18 the more important factor 


ADHIKARANA (D) 


We might have the Adhzkarana as follows — 
Questzon In a case where the Primary is ın one Veda, and the 


Accessory in another, after the name of which Veda should the Accessory be 
called ? 


The Siddh&nta conclusion would be that ıt should be called after 
the Veda in which the Primary happens to be mentioned 
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In this case (D) however, ıt would be necessary to reject the conclu- 
sion arrived at in the Süfra 111—vn—651, and to accept the performer to be 
the same, ın the Original sacrifice, as m 1ts modifications,—the one that 1s 
mentioned ın connection with the Primary If then, on the strength of 
the Injunction, that Performer should be accepted who 1s mentioned in the 
same Veda with the Accessory,—then the tone to be employed would also 
he the same that belongs to the Accessory , and 1t would not be proper to 
employ the tone of the Primary 

For this reason, it ıs best to take the Adh:karana as based upon the 
consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of the Originafıce and 
the Applicatory Injunctions As it is only thus that the citing of the 
example of Adha@na appears justifiable Specially as if the Adhskarana be 
explained as pertaınıng to the incompatibility of the Primary and the 
Secondary, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the Subsi- 
diary,—then, 1t would be necessary to explain how this would not bea 
mere repetition of what 1s said under Sūtra XII—n—25 


ADHIKARANA (3) 
(The Jyotishtoma belongs to the Yajurvéda] 


Sūtra (10) The Action mentioned in two Vedas 1s to be taken 
as belonging to that in which most ofits constituent details 
are found 


We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certam 
Primary action 18 to be called, when ıt 18 found to be mentioned ın more 
than one Veda (As for instance, we find the Jyotishtoma mentioned in 
the Yayurvedu as well as ın the Sdmaveda, and the question is whether 
we should call ıt a “ Yajurvedic’ or a ‘ S@mavedic’ sacrifice) 

The Sıddhänta conclusion 1s that it is to be called after that Veda in 
which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary 

The Parvapaksha 1s put forth m the following manner “ Just as 
“n the various texts of the same Veda, so in different Vedas also, we 
“have the action laid down orig.natevely , and hence the matter of the 
“ property attaching to ıt would be a matter of mere option, or it may be 
“ that, masmuch as both Vedas would be found to lay down the form as 
“well as the accessories of the action, sometimes one, and sometimes the 
“ other Veda might be taken as origmative of ıt ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply — 

There can be no option in the matter of different Vedas, as there 1s in 
the case of different texts of the same Veda , consequently one Veda must 
be taken as enjoining the sacuifice, and the othe: as mentioning it simply 
for the pu: pose of laying down certain accessories for it 

Then there arises the question—”“ ln the case of the Jyohshtoma for 
instance, which of the two Vedas (Sama or Yajush) is to be accepted as 
enjoming 169” 

The reply to this 1s that that Veda which appears to mention the 
greatest number of the accessory details, making up the procedure of the 
sacrifice, should, for that very reason, be accepted as enjoining the perform 
ance of that sacrifice For instance m the cas: of the Jyoteshtoma, it 18 
in the Yayurréda that the largest number of details of procedure— ın the 
shape of the Drkshaniya, et. —are found mentioned Consequently ıt 
is in the Yajurveda that that sacrifice has its origin, and hence it is spoken 
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of as ‘Yujuivédéna krvyatai) which means that being pointed ont by that 
Veda, ıt 18 created by ıt, or that bemg performed ın accordance with that, 
1t is spoken of as ‘being done by it” 


But this explanation of the word “ bhiyastva’ (in the sūtra) ıs not 
quite correct Because when a certain thing has been recognized, from its 
nature, to be indicitive of something else, a little or more of it does not 
make any difference in its cognition. For instance, when smoke is recog- 
nized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it be much or little, it must 
indicate the fire In the same manner, ın the case ın question, if is the 
presence of the details of procedure that has been recognized as indicative 
of the Origin of the injunction of the sacrifice, and even im a case where 
very little of these details 1s mentioned, even this little would be inexplic- 
able unless ıt mdicated the performalility of the sacrifice, and hence 
even this little of it would certainly indicate its performability (and as 
such the presence of 1ts originative Injunction) Then agai, in the case 
ın question, it is not the largeness of subsidiaries that 1s meant to be the 
-details of procedure, but what people call the subsediary, that itself 1s 
what 1s meant by the Details of Procedure Then ıt might be held that 
“where we find only alittle of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
must take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoined 
in another Veda” But the same may be said of a case where a large 
number of these details are mentioned (1e these may be taken as laid 
down with reference to the sacrifice enjoined in another Veda) 

The following argument might here be brought forward “ That 
“which is only a httle can be more easily taken as pertamıng to some 
“thing enjoined ın another Veda, than a large number of 1t could ever 
a6 be ” 

But ıt 1s not so, because even in the case of a large number of 
details, ib 18 possible for the large number of sentences to be taken as 
pertaining to some Injunction in another Veda 

Consequently we must expound the Szddhanta as follows In the case 
of the Jyotushtoma, we find the form of the sacrifice consisting of the Sab- 
stance, the Deity and the Action, and ıt 1s ım the Yajurveda that all these 
three are laid down, while what the other Veda (the Samaveda) does 18 
to merely mention the Action by name with a view to laying down cer- 
tam Hymns, ete m connection with it, and hence inasmuch as this latter 
stands ın need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, it cannot 
be taken as independently by itself, laying down the Action in question 
This ve have explained under the Cakhantarddhika ana (II—iv—8 et 
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seq) And even though the complete form of the Sacrifice 1s given in the 
Yajurveda, yet it is quite possible to establish the relationship of this 
sactifice to the Hymns, etc mentionedin the othe: Veda, as even though 
these latter se: ve only transcendental (imperceptible) ends, yet they are 
taken as connected with the sacrifice, on the strength of the directions laid 
down ın connection with them 

Thus then, the meaning of the siitra comes to be this That action 
which ıs mentioned in two Vedas, should have its name ascertained by 
the mention of a larger number—i e the whole—of its constituent details, 
which may be capable of supplying all its requirements The sūtra 
speaks of only “two Vedas,” because the Rk and the Sama Vedas have 
the same character of Loudness, and as there ıs no difference conse- 
quent upon this, a mention of these would be useless (Hence all the 
difference that ıs possible is as between the Yajurveda and the Sümaveda, 
and the Yajuiveda and the Rgveda ) 


ADHIKARANA (4) 
[The Context 1s a means of pointing out the application of Mantras 1 


SöZtro (11) That which is disconnected (by Direct Declara- 
tion, Indicative Power or Syntactical Connection) 
is connected by means of the Context, because it stands in 
need of the details of procedure 


We have explained above, with examples, the application (of mantras) 
by means of Dire:t Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Con- 
nection,—dealing with such principal cases as are amenable to them, 
mdividually or collectively But out of these three, no mention has been 
made in the Sütras of Syntactical Connection, because it is almost included 
ın Direct Declaration—in the shape of the expression of the application by 
means of a Direct Injunction,—and also in Indicative Power,—which 
consists m the power of the mantra-words themselves to indicate its uses , 
specially as in the case of sentence (or Syntactical Connection) there 1s no 
single word that 1s used, and it is absolutely necessary to have the proxim- 
ity of another word Or,ıt may be that, Syntactical Connection 1s not 
meluded ın the former two, but that ıt has been spoken of (as the means 
of the application of mantras) in the Süfra 111—nni—2, which from begin- 
ning to end has been shown as pointing to the fact of that Connection 
bemg a property of the Veda 

As an example of application by Syntactical Connection, the Bhashya 
has cited the sentence ‘arunayd, etc’, but m this case 1t could be very well 
said that, as in the case of ‘ Aindryd, etc, so here also, the application 1s 
dsrectly declared by the Instrumental ending (ın ‘arunay@’) If the idea 
in the mind of the author of the Bhashya be that though the Instrumen- 
tal ending points out its relationship with Action in general, yet it is the 
Syntactical Connection that points out the particular relationship,—then, 
the same may be said of the sentence “ Aindryd, etc’ (which too would be- 
come an example of application through Syntactical Connection), because 
in the case of this latter sentence also, the word ‘Amdryā’ only requires 
something that ıs to be addressed, and the word ‘ gérhapatyam’ stands ın 
need of only the means or Instrument, and hence the particular relation- 
ship (between the two particulars) ıs brought about by Syntactical Con- 
nection alone And hence ın both these cases, the Syntactical Connection 
may be shown to be meluded ın Direct Declaration, consequently both 
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the sentences must be taken as instances of both (Direct Declaration and 
Syntactical Connection) 

As now the consideration of the comparative authoritativeness (of 
Direct Declaration, etc ) 1s drawing near (to be done in Sütra 14), the 
sūtra proceeds to pot out the forms of the three other means of pointing 
out the application,—as also the way in which they are capable of point- 
ing this out 

Bat on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


—which proceeds to show that “by means of Context, there can be no 
“cognition of the application of Accessories, or that there can be a doubt- 
“ ful cognition, or that the cognition would be a mistaken one Because 
“so long as there does not appear some othe: means of such cognition, 
“ there ıs no cognition at all, or even, if there be such other means, if ıt 
“be, somehow or other, not pointed out, the cognition would be a doubt- 
“ful one, or inasmuch as there 1s no other operation of words, except the 
‘‘hearing of the letters, the following of the expressive potency of those 
‘letters, and the proximity of other capable words required for the com- 
“ prehensıon,—the Context, Order of sequence or Name cannot be the 
"correct means of obtaining any idea of the application of accessories ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply So long as the continuity 
of the details of procedure relating to the Primary Action has not been 
broken, whatever action, without any particular result, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, ıs taken to be an accessory of that Primary,—and 
this only by means of the Context (Prakarana) 

For instance, the Injunction ‘ Darcapiirnamasabhyam svargakamo 
yajéta’ having given the idea that ‘one should obtain Heaven by means 
of the Darça-Pürnamasa sacrifices,’ there arises a question as to ‘how’ this 
is to be done, and while this ‘how’ is being expounded in the Veda, we 
find mentioned certam Actions (the Praydyas) apparently useless (having 
nd use stated in the context), ın such sentences as “ Samadho ya? ate,’ 
‘ Taniinapdtam yaşatış etc , etc Now then, we are led to believe that some 
help must arrive for the Dara or Pirnamasa (ın the shape of certain 
details of its procedure), and also that these latter Prayü?üs must have 
some end or purpose to serve And then, we find that for the Darga 
Piiinamaysa, there is no aid,—mentioned either in the same word, in the 
same sentence, in the same context or ın any othe: context,—which we 
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could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (Sense perception and 
theftest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cogmtion. Sim:- 
larly too with the Praydjas (we do not perceive their end or purpose) 
And yet it 1s necessary that both of these must exist (as otherwise the 
Da ça-Pürnamüsa could not be performed, and the mention of the Praya- 
jas in the Veda would be wholly useless) And we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtam them by all the 
resources at ourcommand Asa matter of fact, however, we have, at our 
command, a means, ın the shape of Context, of obtaınıng an idea of those 
much-needed factors Nor ıs extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things, and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when ıt does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones And m the case in 
question, ıt is this fact that will be the ground for admittimg the mutual 
help (accorded between the Darga Pürnamdüsa and the Prayajas) The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those ın close proximity, a 
remote one 13 admitted, 1s established by the mutaal 1equirements (of the 
Primary Sacrifice and the Praydjas),—the infalhble conclusion bemg 
that the aid that the Da? ça-Pürnamdüsa stand m need of 1s supplied by the 
Prayaşas, and the use or purpose to be served, which the Prayd?as are ın 
want of, lies ın the help that they accord to the Darga-Pirnamasa And 
as a matter of fact, neither of these has got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs Though we could assume this help to be 
accorded by some other Action,—yet, masmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darga-Pirnamisa 
For the same reason, the Praydjas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the Vigvayzt, ete) Nor 
again could they be taken as bringing about, independently by themselves, 
the Result that ıs declared as following from the Darga-Pirnamasa , 
beeause this one sided supplying of requirement (by the Darga-Pirna- 
masa to the Praydjas) could be admitted, only if there were no relation- 
ship between them based upon mutual requirement, and not while such 
a relationship is possible Consequently, ib must be admitted that these 
two supply each other’s needs, just ın the same way as the person whose 
cart-hoise has died ıs helped by one whose cart has been burnt, and 
vice versa 

Question “What special purpose is served by the mention, in the 
sūtra, of ‘ asamyüktam”?” 

Answer The purpose served by it is the preclusion of the application 
ot the Context to cases that are connected by Direct Declaration, In- 
dicative Powe: and Syntactical Connection,—such, f 1, as the Injunction of 
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the Pratepat, with duality and plurahty, and the words ‘ Pashā,’ etc and 
their auxiliaries 

Or “asamyuktam.” may be taken as ‘that which is not connected with 
something contrary to the Context ”—Those that are connected with its 
non-contradicto11es,— such, f1, as in the case of the sentences ‘Vrihin 
prokshatt,’ " Van hardevasadanandümı,ş” ‘Arunaya krīnūtı, etc bemg connec 
ted with the Vröhə, Var)? and Kiraya mentioned m their Contexts,—there 
1s every admissibility of the agency of the Context’, but as this is proved 
by the very capability of things, it has not been mentioned in the sia 


ADHIKARANA (5) 
[The Order of sequence points out the application | 


Sita a (12) The Order of sequence also (serves to point out 
the application of aecessories}, on the ground of the 
sameness of position 


The Pivapaksha, with regard to this sūtra and the next-—dealing 
with the agency of Order of sequence and Name—is much in the same 
strain as that with regard to that of Context, in the foregoing sü/ra 


SIDDHANTA 


The Order of sequence, consisting of the commonality of position, 18 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual performance, and it 
18 a means of pointing out the application of Accessories 

Even when the two are not performed at the same place, 1f1t be found 
that the mantia appeais in the same place in the mantra secfton of the 
Veda, as the Injunction of the Primary sacrifice does in the Brahmana 
Section,—then, when we proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position, -ın 
accordance with the Law of Sequence Thatis to say, when we proceed 
to look for the mantra to be employed ın connection with the Primary, that 
13 the first to be enjomed (in the Brahmana-section), we begin fiom the 
very beginning of the Mantra section , and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, we 
accept that as the Mantra sought after In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look for an Action, to which the mantra occurring in the 
beginning of the Mantra-section would be an auxiliary, we begin from the 
very first Action enjoined ın the Brühmana-section, and not finding any 
reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that as the one ın connec 
tion with which the Mantra should be employed And in the same 
manner, the second would be connected with the second, and so forth 

In the case of such mantras as the Agnéyanumantrana, their applica- 
tion 1s found to be pointed out by the indications of such words as“ Agnéya’ 
and the lke Consequently, the Bhashya has cited, in the present connec- 
tion, the mantra ‘ Dabdharnümüs?t, etc, whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 
ın the same order of sequence as the Upaümçuyüşa 
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Objection ““ The mantra cited is found to be pointed out by Context, 
“ as pertaining to all the actions (therein mentioned) , and as the context 
«g more authoritative than the Order of Sequence, the mantia must be 
“ taken as to be employed ın other actions also” 

To this, some people make the followimg reply By connecting the 
mantra with the Upaimeuyaja, we follow both (the Context as well as the 
Order of Sequence) , and that ıs why we take 1t ın that way 

But against this explanation it might be urged that ıt 1s not proper 
to follow the Onder, when we find ıt contradictory to the Context 
because when the Auxiliary belongs to all the actions (as is shown 
by the Context), ıt has got to be repeated with every Primary action, 
which would not be the case if ıt were taken with only one a tion (the 
Upümçuyüşa, as shown by the Order), and hence the following of the 
Order would mean a rejection of the Context, which cannot be allowed 

Consequently, to the above objection, we offer the following reply 
The other primary Actions, the Agnéya and the rest, are taken up by 
other mantras that are connected with them by Indicatiwe Power, as well 
as by Context and Order, and as such they do not stand in need of the 
mantra ın question Nor could this mantra be taken as an optional 
alternative, because its indication with reference to the other sacrifices 18 
not at all distinct 

It might be urged that—“ inasmuch as the mantras serve only imper- 
ceptible results, they could all be used ın connection with a single Action ” 
But that could not be, because by pointing out to the Piimary sacrifice of 
the Context, they serve a visible purpose And even if they served only 
imperceptible purposes, inasmuch as they are independent of one another, 
they can never be employed conjointly, so long as there is any other way 
of utilzmg them, and only m such a contingency could the mantra in 
question be employed ın connection with the Agnéya etc , which having 
their needs supplied by other mantras, have once rejectedit Butinasmuch 
as there 1s a way of utilizing the mantra—viz ın connection with the 
Upümçuyüşa—d(ıt cannot be connected with the other sacrifices) 

And further, the mantras, whose indicative power is unknown cannot 
have their application pomted out by Context, and ın the case of the 
mantra ın question we find that the word ‘ası’ has its mdicative power 
taken up in its closest vicmity That ıs to say, the indicativeness of the 
mantia 1s not very distinct, and as such the Context could not point out 
"ts application, while for us, inasmuch as the word ‘ası’ (pertains to the 
second person ‘Thou’) ıt pomts to something near and before it, and 
none other , and we find that ıt 1s the Upameuydya that is near and before 
the Mantra, and hence the 1ndicative potency of the Mantra 18 1ecognized 
through the Order of Sequence, as pertaining to the Upamçuyü?a , and ıt 
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18 only right that this Indscative Power should set aside what is pointed 
out by the Context 

The Order of sequence, as pertaining to the Kamayajyakanda, has been 
explained And as for the Order of sequence relating to the position of 
performance, that will be explained in connection with the Adhzkarana 
dealing with the fact of the qualifications of the Animal pertaiming to the 
Agnishomiya (animal dedicated to Agnz Soma) 
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ADHIKARANA (6) 
[The Name pomts out the Application of Mantras 1 


Sütra (13) The Name also does so, because it ıs for that 
purpose 


The Name, that 1s applied to Actzons in its literal sense, is a sure 
pointer of their relationship , and that relationship is shown to be one that 
the Auxiliary bears to the Primary 

As the names “ Adhvaryava’ and the like are used in the Veda alone, 
we do not show here the objections that were brought forward, on a 
previous occasion, in regard to the names occurring in ordinary parlance 

As a matter of fact we find that the Adhvaryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for himself—something to be done by him, and if no 
particular function present 1tself, then he would take up anything Simi- 
larly the action, called ‘ Adhkvuryava,’ stands ın need of an auxılary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform ıt And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words (‘ Adhvaryava’ and ‘ Adhvaryu’) is that 
the action that is done by the Adhvaryu is called ‘ Adhvaryava,’ and that 
he who ıs the performer of the Adhvuryava action is one who 1s called 
‘Adhvaryu’, the signification of the basic noun ‘ Adhvaryu’ (in the 
word ‘ Adhvaryava’) undıcatıng that of the derivative (‘ Adhvar yasa ’), 
oi vice versa Though the derivative is a distinct word,—and hence the 
two words (‘ Adhvaryu ’ and ‘ Adhvaryava’) are independent of each other, 
and have independent eternal relation with their respective significations, 
—yet inasmuch as ıt is only the eternal functionmg of a word that 
depends upon an eternal relationship, we have given the above explana 
tion with regard to all such names as are applıed to things ın therr literal 
sense , and we have already shown before (under the Avéshtyadhikarana) 
that the functioning of the word ‘ Rajya’ has had no beginning in time 
As fot: the cwsal relitionship between the word and its meaning, there 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal 

Some people assert as follows “Before the application is pointed 
“out by the Name, thereis no connection between the Adhvaryava and the 
“ Adhoaryu, the mere name cannot bring about the cognition of its hteral 
“ applıcatıon If the connection were established before the functioning of 
“the Name, then the Name would not be the means of pomting out the 
‘“ necessary application Consequently, we must take the pointing out 
“of the applıcatıon of the Adhvaryava as based upon the two words 
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“ (“ Adhvaryu’ and ‘ Adhraryava ) , they are similar ın form, though they 
“are taken ın the ordinary conventional sigmification (and not literally), 
“ and are independent of each other” 

But this ıs scarcely coriect Because the words that have no hteral 
signification have not the capacity to pomt to one another in matters 
relating to the qualifications, even though they may be similar ın form, 
for instance, the qualifications of the Rathantara-sima do not belong to the 
Kanva athantara-sima—as will be shown later on, it 15 all the more so 
in the case m question, where the relationship meant is one of the Action 
(Adkvaryava) and its Performer (Adhvaryu), as otherwise the citing of 
such instances as ‘pavaka’ ete would be wholly urelevant (if no m- 
portance were attached to the name applying in its literal sense) Conse 
quently, we must admıt the word under consideration to be taken as apply- 
mg literally 

It has been argued above that prior to the performance, there 18 no 
ground (for admitting the word m its literal signification) Though ıt 1s 
true that there 1s no such perceptible ground, yet, ıt could be inferred from 
the Name itself In matters relating to the Veda, the relationship of the 
Action and its Performer is established from time immemonal, and it 18 
while this relationship is existent that the Name is applied We, however, 
not comprehending that ielationship by any other means, come to compre- 
hend ıt only by means of the Name , and from this we are led to believe 
that the Name piccedes the relationship In teality however 1618 the 
Relationship that precedes ıt, and though not comprehended, it is that 
Relationship which leads, by its mere existence, to the application of 
the Name If this Name had a beginning, then it would be necessary for 
the Performer to have a prior knowledge of its relationship , and inasmuch 
as this is not possible, we might be liable to reproach on that account As 
a matter of fact, however, we admit the relationship to be eternal, and as 
such there certainly exists some sort of a relationship with the eternally 
functionnmg Name, and this having been duly established, it would be on 
the giound of the apparent mconsistency of this relationship, that we 
would subsequently come to accept the relationship of the Auxiliary and 
the Primary 

Hence ıt must be admitted that the application 1s pointed out by a 
Name apphed hterally 


ADHIKARANA (7) 


[Among Direct Declaration and the test, that which precedes is more 
authoritative than that which follows | 


Sūtra (14) When there is a coalition of Direct Declaration, 
Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position, 
and Name, that which follows ıs always weaker than the one 
preceding it, because it 1s more remote from the purpose in 
view 


We now proceed to consider the comparative strength and weakness 
of the six agencies of Direct Assertion and the rest, in the matter of the 
employment of Mantra», etc And as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, we take them up as referring to 
one and tke same subject, and that ıs why the süfra speaks of their 
‘samavaya,’ ‘ coalition,’ by which is meant the fact of then bearing upon 
a single subject 

As against the wording of the söz, some people make the follow 
ing declaration “The süfre should have laid down ‘conflict’ as a 
‘condition, because in the case of the sentence ‘aunayai krīnāte’ we 
“ have found that though both Direct Assertion and the rest point to the 
“ same object, yet, inasmuch as they are not found to be conflicting 
“each other, we do not stop to consider which of them has the stronger 
“authority That is to say, we find that ın any case, the Redness alone 18 
“ the accessory concerned , and by Direct Assertion, this Redness is pomted 
“out as connected with Action in general, by Syntactical Connection 16 is 
“ pomted out as connected with the particular action of ‘ purchase’ , and 
“ by the Context it ıs shown to be connected with that Purchase which 
“ pertams to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, and though thus we find all these 
“three bearmg upon the same object of Redness, yet, inasmuch as each of 
€ them ıs found to assist, and not contradict, tue othe:, we do not stop to 
“ consider which of them ıs possessed of the greater authoritative stiength 
‘ Specially as no good would come out of the reference being made 
“ ındefinitely to Action ın general, and as it would be absolutely useless to 
“refer the Redness to the mere form of the Purchase,—we find that the 
“ Direct Assertion and the Syntactical Connection stand in need of the 
“assistance of the Syntactical Connection and the Context respectively 
“ For these 1easons, it is necessary that the sūtra should have spoken of 
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“ “conflıet” (and not mere ‘ coalition’) among Direct Assertion and the 
$£ rest 99 

Reply It would not be right to make any mention of ‘Conflict ’ 
Because ıt ıs the fact of bearing upon one and the same obyect that 
is spoken of as “ Samavüya”, and when the means of cognition (Direct 
Assertion etc ) are found to bear upon the same object, then alone 1s 
such Samavdya cognized as belonging to the Accessories concerned That 
1s to say, in the case of such accessories as the said Redness etc, we do 
not find a coalition (Samavaya) of the means of cognition, as ‘ Sama- 
vaya’ does not consist in the possibility of the application of all of them 
to a single subject, but im the fact of all them actually bearing upon one 
and the same subject In the case of Redness, we find that its connection 
with Action is pointed out by Direct Assertion , then when this relation 
ship of the Action and its Agent, pointed out by Direct Assertion, comes 
to be ın need of the specialization of the Action, we have the action of 
Purchase (pointed out by Syntactical Connection) , but all requirements 
not being fulfilled by this, there arises a need of further specification, 
and this is supplied by the pointing out (by the Context) of that Purchase 
which gə connected woth the Jyotishtoma, and as such is related to an Apirva 
Thus we find that each of the thiee means of cognition has a distinct 
object of its own, and as such there ıs nothing incompatible in the 
acceptance of all of them as laymg down the employment of accessories 
Then again, ın the case of Redness, we find that the acceptance of the 
ıemote factor does not mvolve the rejection of the proximate one, 
because by accepting ‘ Purchase’ we do not reject the relationship of 
‘Redness’ with ‘Action’, nor by performing the ‘ Purchase’ m connec- 
tion with the Jyotishtoma, do we set aside its connection with ‘ Purchase’ 
As a matter of fact, we have a Samav@ya (‘coalition’) of two means 
of cognition, only in a case where the Accessory ın question is one only, 
—and this ıs pointed out to be subservient to a Primary other than that 
shown by the othe: Means, the former Means bemg contiary to its 
relationship with this latter Primary, while the latter means, not finding 
it compatible not to reject the relationship pomted out by the other Means, 
points out the accessory as subservient to a distinct Primary ,—and where 
the Accessory, having 1ts requirements fulfilled by bemg connected with 
one Piimary, does not stand m need of bemg employed again And it 18 
in such cases alone that the ‘ Samavaya’ of the Means ıs such as consists 
in the fact of both of them bearmg upon the same object, and being 
mutually contradictory Then again, we have a Samavāyu ın the shape of 
having to take up the same object exclusively, ın a case where, though 
there are different Accessories, yet the Piimary ıs one only, which 18 
equally assisted by all the accessories, and ıt is found that one Means of 
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knowledge points out one Accessory as the active auxiliary, while the 
other points to another, and asa matter of fact, the Piimary ıs so con 
stituted that, having received assistance from one source, it does not stand in 
need of any othe: assistance Such a Samasöya involves a contradiction , 
(and hence ıt was not necessary to mention the word ‘conflict’ over 
again ) 

On the other hand, (1) ın a case where there are distinct acces 
sories concerned— as ın the case of the sentence ‘samidho yaşat, etc’, 
(2) where additional qualifications of the same Accessory are spoken of, as 
in the case of the ‘ Redness’ spoken of above, (Ə) where different Pi 
maries are concerned,—as ın the case of the Agnéya Asötükapala, etc , (4) 
where additional qualifications of the same Primary are mentioned,— 
as in the case of different aids imparted by the accessories of the Durga 
Pirnamasa , —ın all these cases, the subject matter of the various means of 
cognition being distinct, we have no ‘Samavdya’ of these Whether an 
accessory has its use laid down by Direct Asse: tion, or implied by its Name, 
itisallthe same, and ın a case where all the Accessories combine to render 
a single assistance to the Primary,—these accessories are not laid down 
separately, and the means pointing them out, as well as the Accessorv 
character concerned, 1s one only, and as such there being only distinct 
functionings of the same means, there can be no “ Samavaya’ Similarly, 
ın a case where the same Accessory is laid down in connection with the 
same Primary, by the Proximate as well as the Remote Means,—there too 
ib ıs only one of these latter that ıs accepted as the operative means, the 
other being taken as serving some other purpose, and in this case too, 
there ıs no‘ Samaviya’ For these 1easons, it must be admitted that the 
mention of ‘ Samavaya’ implies the element of Conflict also 


cei) 


Though 1t was necessary to have shown the comparative strength of 
all the sıx ın reference to a single instance, yet masmuch as declarations 
are made in a certain order of sequence, and it is impossible for them to 
nppear all simultaneously, we proceed to take them up one by one, and 
we take up the other means, only because unless there 1s something else 
against which the comparison is made, there can be no mention of the 
comparative strength of that one which has been taken up for considera 
tion 16418 for this reason that the Bhashya speaks of “ Dvayor deayoh? 

The sentence ın the Bhashya—' ékirthavaritivddvaicak'—is capable 
of another explanation The present enquiry into the comparative 
strength of Direct Assertion etc appertains to each of these singly, and 
not to all of them collectively , as it is these, and not the comparative 
atucngth, that have their purpose served by the employment of the 
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Accessory in question Consequently, inasmuch as the declaration of com 
parative strength will have to be repeated with each Primary, it becomes 
necessary to take them up one by one, and as such the mention of the 
second is made simply because unless something else is shown to set off 
the strength or weakness of the other, we cannot form any idea of such 
strength or weakness, and itis for this reason that the Bhashya speaks of 
“ dvayordvayohsampradharanam ” 

Then again, though as in due form it should have been necessary to 
compare one out of these six with the othe: five, yet we compare each of 
them with one only out of the rest, because that which is suppressed by 
one thing is naturally taken as suppressed by that which suppresses 
this latter thing, ıts suppressor For instance, those—Context, ete — 
that are suppressed by Indicative Power, are certamly suppressed by 
Direct Assertion, which suppresses the said Indicative Power, and as 
such those former are not brought into direct comparison with Direct 
Assertion 

Thus then, as Direct Assertion and Indicative Power are the first two 
among the six, we proceed to take up these two for comparison 

Question “ What particular example have you got for this purpose ? 
“The sense of the question 1s that 1uasmuch as it is impossible for mere 
“ wods to be nsed by themselves, in all cases these must occur ina 
“certain sentence, and as such we can have no mstance where there 
“would be an exclusive functioning of Direct Assertion and Indicative 
€ Power only (apart from Syntactıcal Connection) ” 

With a view to the differentiation of Direct Assertion etc, from 
Syntactical Connection, to be explained later on, the Bhashya puts forward 
the question to be dealt with in the following form ‘In the case of the 
sentence Andry garhapaityamupatishihaté, should the upasthana (greet- 
ing) be of India alone, or of India or Gü hapatya optionally, or of 
Garhapatya and Indra congomtly, or of Garhapatya alone?’ Thatis to say, 
(1) if Indicative Power has an authority superior to Duect Assertion, 
then the Greeting should be done to Indra aione, (2) if both are equally 
strong, and mutually contradictory, then ıt should be done to Indra or to 
Garhapaiya optionally , (3) if they be equally strong, and not contradıc- 
tory to one another, then ıt should be done to both conzorntly, and lastly, 
(4) 1f Direct Assertion have the superior authority, then, it should be 
done to Garhapatya alone 

Though on a previous occasion, in the Süfra 111—n—6ö, ıt has been 
declared as a well-established fact that the Arnd? verse ın meant to be 
addressed to (üə Aapatya,—yet this was done in view of the superior 
strength of Dnect Assertion, which is to be established in the presert 
Adhakarana 
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In view of the fact of all the six—Duect Assertion etc — appearing 
in the form of a sentence, the opponent takes all of them to be identical 
with Syntactical Connection, and then puts the question “In thes case 
what əs the Direct Assertion, and what the Indicative Power? ” 

The reply 1s—The Dzrect Assertion consists in the distinct mention 
of the Gün hapatya, and the Indicative Power an the ındicatrons of the 
Mantra 

Says the opponent “If such collections ot words were to be called 
“*¢ Direct Assertion’ and ‘Indicative Power,’—well, then, there 1s nothing 
“that can be called a ‘Sentence’, so will you please explain what a 
““ “ sentence’ is ?” 

Still with a view to the capability of all the rest beg duly differentia- 
ted from ‘Sentence,’ the Bhashya replies A ‘ Sentence’ consists of a number 
of words which collectively express a certain idea Though there is no such 
single object denotable by all the words collectively, yet what is meant is 
that which is 1mplied or indicated by them Or, ıt may mean that a 
number of words go to form a ‘sentence,’ when they denote their objects, 
after having been thrown together, to form a corporate whole, by means of 
the one single idea that ıs sought to be indicated by such a whole 

Objection “In that case, inasmuch as both the mantra and the 
€ Brahmana-passage that have been quoted ın the present connection 
“(‘kada ca nastarīrası etc, and ‘Aandrya gürhyapatyam etc’) would 
€ fulfil the conditions necessary fot the ‘sentence,’ the present discussion 
“ would be one about the comparative strength of two Sentences (and not 
sofa Direct Assertion and an Indicative Power) If then, ıt be abso- 
“Intely necessary to establish the fact of the sentences im question 
‘“amvolving a conflict of Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, then 
“ıt becomes necessary to define and point ont the differences among 
“ Dnect Assertion, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection ” 

Reply The expressive potency of a word 1s what 1s called ‘Indica 
tive Power’ (‘ Langa’), and “Direct Assertion’ is of three kinds (1) The 
Injunctive, (2) the Declaratory, and (3) the Applicative, and the 
“ sentence’ we have already defined before 

Objection “Inasmuch as Declaration, Injunction and Application 
“are all necessarily preceded by a certain Potency, m the case of the 
“sentence “ Aındryü ga hapatyam etc’ aiso we have an instance of Indica 
“tive Power (and not of Direct Assertion exclusively) , and similarly 
“ too, in the case of the Mantra ‘kadā ca etc ) we have the Declaration of 
“Indra, and as such in this case there can be no differentiation between 
“ Direct Assertion and Indicative Power Because neither an Injunction, 
“ nor a Declaration, nor an Application, is possible, without certam potencies 
‘attaching to the words, nor, on the other hand, 1s ıt possible for the 
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‘ word ‘Indra’ to have an Indicative potency, apart from a Direct Asser 
€ tion in the form of Declaration ” 

Reply True, m the sentences ın question we have a mixture of both 
(Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) But, (1) the fact of the 
Garhapatya belonging to the Andrì is not cognizable by means of Indi- 
cative Power, (2) nor is the idea of Indra bemg the accessory deity 
obtainable by means of the Direct Denotation of words 

That ıs to say, (1) all that the potencies of the words “ Aindryé garha 
patyam’ imply 1s that each of these words ıs used in ordinary parlance in 
its various meanings, and not that the Andri mantra 18 an accessory of 
the Garhapatya , because the potency that has gone away ın one quarter, 
cannot serve any purpose ın another quarter , when, however, the words of 
the Brahmana passage (‘ Aindryf@ etc”) function by means of their own 
denotativeness, independently of all Indicative potency or otherwise, then 
they distinctly port to the Mantra as pertamiug to the Garhapatya And 
in this case, we do not, in the first instance, have recourse to the assump 
tion of the Denotative potency, as this potency is impled by the 
apparent ınconsısteney of the enotation or expression which is an 
established fact, and ıt ıs only after this latter has pointed out the 
use, that we assume the necessary potency, and the potency 1s not the 
cause of the use Though ın reality it exists beforehand, yet ıt 18 only 
latterly that ıt comes to be cogmized, on other grounds (of apparent ın- 
consistency) , and hence even though ıt ıs fully endowed with the capa- 
bility of the agent, yet, not bemg endzcatwe, 1t is spoken of as having no 
causal efficiency If the sentence ın question had emanated fiom a 
human agent, then, in that case, the Denotative Potency of the speaker 
would have preceded the declaration of the use As a matter of fact, 
however, the assertion ın question is not human , masmuch as the Veda is 
independent of all human agency Consequently all men being mere 
listners, ıt is only subsequently that the cognition of potency appears, 
and hence it must be admitted that the idea of the mantra being accessory 
to the Garhapatya ıs obtained directly from the hearmg of the words 
(‘ Aundrya etc”) 

(2) In the mantra ‘kadā ca etc" though Indra 1s denoted by the word 
‘Indra,’ yet, masmuch as no use 1s expressed by the word, we find no operation 
of Direct Assertion (in the pointing out of the use), because there 1s no 
word in the mantra, on hearing which the listner obtains any idea either 
of Indra being the Primary or of the Mantra bemg the Accessory ,—as 
we have m the case of the sentence “ Awndry@ etc,’ where the accusative 
ending (in ‘garhapatyam’) distinctly points to the fact of Garhapatya 
bemg the Primary factor, and the Andr? being the Instrumental accessory 
Though the mantra (‘kadā ca etc’) by its own expressive power is capable 
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of pomting out its own use, yet 1ts use cannot be taken as declared or laid 
down by that alone, nor by that alone is the use enjoined, because the 
Mantra has no myunctive potency, in the Brahmana-passage, on the 
other hand, we can have both the Declaration and the Injunction (of 
use) 

Objection “ For the Mantra also, the Indicative Power is assumed on 
“the ground of the direct denotation of 1ts words ” 

Reply True, it is so, but there is no mention or declaration of 
the use to which the mantra 1s to be put, as all that the words denote 1s 
the mere form of the objects denoted by them The denotative potency 
of a word, which precedes all other potencies, ıs something wholly differ- 
ent from the potency of laying down applications or uses,—this latter 
bemg based upon the former potency Because that which 1s cognized 
as capable of denotung something, is also recognized as capable of being 
applied, as the ineapable could never be applied Consequently the 
application of the Mantra would be based upon this second potency, and 
not upon the first (denotative potency), as what the word ‘Indra’ does, 
by 1ts pristine denotative potency, is merely to denote the deity ‘ Indra’ 

For these reasons the discrimination among the six (Direct Assertion 
and the rest) should be made ın the following manner — 

(1) In the case of one (1e ın ‘ Aindrya etc’), it is in the absence of 
any Indicative Power that the Mantia is directly declared to be an acces 
sory (to Görhapatya), (2) while m the other (in “ kadā ca etc’), what 1s 
cognized is the Indicative Power, without any direct declaration of the 
accessory character That ıs to say, ın the former case, from the direct 
declaration of the use to which the Aznd:? verse ıs to be put, we infer 
the existence of a potency in the verse itself of indicating the Gärha 
patya, and its application has been already determined (by the Direct 
Declaration contained in the sentence “ Aindrya etc”) In the case of the 
mantra " kadā ca etc,’ however, we actually perceive a potency of indicat 
ing Indra, and from that we have to proceed to assume that the appl- 
cation of the Mantia is declared or enyomed (by the word) (8) Then 
agam, in the case of syntactical Connection, we find that ıt neither has 
the indicative potency, nor does ıt directly declare the accessory charac- 
ter, what is found ın ıt 1s only a conglomeration of a number of words, 
bearing some sort of a relation to one another As for (4) Context, (5) 
Order, and (6) Name,—which respectively take the forms of Procedure, 
Commonality of Place, and Lateral signification, respectively,—the differ- 
ence among these 1s easily perceptible, and hence the opponent has not 
put any question with regard to these, nor has the Bhöshya thought it fit 
to supply the answer 

We find all these sv present erther collectively or singly, wm all sen 
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tences That is to say, there 1s no sentence which 1s wholly devoid, either 
of indicative potency, or of direct declaration or of the proximity of other 
words A differentiation among these we have already explained, and 
from among these ıt ıs sometimes the one, and sometimes the other, that 
is the first to be cogmzed This we now proceed to show İn the case m 
question, we find that the sentence ‘kad ca etc’ does not declare the 
application (of the Mantra), nor ıs the application implied by the 
proximity of any other words, what we find 1s that the verse contains 
the word ‘ Indra’ capable of denoting the deity Indra, and the rest of 
the words in the Mantra bemg syntactically connected with that word 
it follows that the whole Mantra is capable of denoting Indra, and then 
this Indra too forming an integral part of the action (sacrifice), 18 quite a 
fit object for being denoted, and as such we are led to admit the fact of 
its being denoted (by the Mantra) As regards the Gürhapatya, we find 
that, without any indicative power of the Mantra (with reference to 
the gürhapaiya) the application of the Mantra to that is distinctly 
declared by the Brühmana-passage (‘Aindryé etc’) And thus it 1s 
only natural that we should proceed to consider which of these two has 
the stronger authority 

Some people make the following observations ‘‘ Under the circum- 
“ stances, the passage of the Bhashya that we have been considering should 
“ have been taken before the sentence “ Lingavdkyé etc,’ or as preceding 
“ the sentence ‘nāt arkaväkyatvāt etc” (Bhashya, p 286, lme 18) Be 
“ cause 1f we once admit of the mdicative power (of the mantra) towards 
“connecting ıt with the greeting of Indra,—then how can we, again, 
“ admıt both to have the character of the sentence? Consequently the 
“sentence under consideration should have been placed in a place where 
“ yt has been asserted that there are two sentences Or again, 1t might be 
“taken along with the sentence—‘ though Syntactecal Connection, the 
“ greeting cannot be sad to be subservient esther to Indra or to Garhapatya ’ , 
“because ın both cases we assume the existence of the operation of 
“rejecting the Syntactical Connection Otherwise as the fact of the 
“ Mantra being apphed i accordance with the Indicative Power is 
“ admitted by the Pürtapakshı, the raising of the question that ‘the mantra 
“18 apphed to the greeting of Indra on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
“hon, and its subsequent refutation, would be wholly irrelevant For 
“ these reasons, we must take the passage of the Bhashya as misplaced by 
“€ mistake, and shonld explain it by removing it to 1ts proper place” 

We need not attach much ımportance to the above observations , 
because it is a common thing to find that when there are many objections 
to be dealt with, the objection that has gone before 1s refuted at the time 
of the refutation of that which comes after ıt Then agam, even after the 
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declaration ‘ nitrarkavakyutvat etc” has been made, the mention of ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection’ in the sentence ‘ Inngavakyé etc” would be wholly 
irrelevant 

Consequently we must take the Bha@shya just as it stands,—explaming 
rn the following manner It is only by way of admitting for the sake of 
argument, that the Puroapakshı has spoken of “ Indicative Power ” in one 
place, and hence ıt 1s with a view to remove even the slightest remnant 
of a longing that he may have for bringing in syntactical connection, 
that the Bhashya has declared— nātrarkavākyatvāt etc’ Or ıt may be 
that with a view to declare the ineffectiveness of the Syntactical Connec- 
tion m the Brāhmana passage, the Bhashya has, by way of illustration, 
spoken of the same with regard to the mantra also 

Objection “““ Aindry& etc’ əs a sentence Thatis to say, the Instru 
“ mental ending in ‘andryã’ only denotes the fact of the Andri verse 
““ being an accessory, without indicating the particular Primary to which 
“ıt is an accessory,—and similarly, the Accusative in “ g@rhapatyam’ only 
“ denotes the fact of the Ga:hapatya being a Primary factor, and 
“certainly none of these 1s incompatible with the Indicative Power (of 
“ the mantra “kadü ca etc”), as so long as there 1s no relationship with 
“ another word, the instrumentality of the Andri would be quite seal, 
“and the Garhapatya also could be the Primary for some one of the 
“ Agnöyı verses But ıt ıs the proximity of the two words (‘ audry@’ and 
“ “ görhapatyam”?) that precludes the application of the Mantra to the 
“ greeting of Indra, and this proximity constitutes what is known as 
“ t Syntactıcal Connection’ (consequently the case under consideration 
“would be one of the rejection of Indicative Power by Syntactical 
“ Connection, and not by Direct Assertion) ”’ 

Reply It ıs not so, m the reply the Bhashya brings forward the 
Direct Assertion of the Garhapatya Mutual proximity also could not be 
taken, without contradiction, unless it opposed the said Direct Assertion 
If the word ‘gdarhapatya’ were construed as ‘Grhapatérayam,’ thereby 
denoting Indra,—or if it were to indicate Indra as an accessory of the 
sacrifice,—or, 1f vt were to denote proximity to the sacreficral fire,—then, the 
said proximity (of the words “aındryd ” and ‘ görkapatyam.") could be expl:- 
cable, compatibly with the Indicative Power Inasmuch as, however, as a 
matter of fact, the word ‘ görhapatyam.” distinctly sticks to the denotation 
(of fire) belonging to it as a whole (and not taken etymologically),— 
there 1s a distinct contradiction of the Indication by the Direct Assertion 
(in the shape of the Direct Denotation of the word “ görhapatyam?) (and 
not by Syntactical Qonnectton, with which it has been shown to be com 
patıble) 

Says the Bhashya Atha vā natravkavadkyatott etc This brings 
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forward the contradiction of the Direct Denotation of the (accusative) 
ending That is to say, if the Accusative ending (in ‘ gdrhapatyam’) had 
the sense of the Locative or of the Instrumental, then there might not be 
a contradiction As a matter of fact, however, 16 sigmifies the objectwe, 
and this is certainly contradicted The contradiction of Indicative Power 
has beon already pomted out above, and it has been brought up again 
simply with a view to reject the possibility of the operation of Syntactical 
Connection affecting the case m question 

Question “Inasmuch as, as shown above, contradiction is possible 
“an both ways, how ıs it that the Bhdshya takes up the contradiction of 

Direct Assertion by Indicative Powei, and not that of the Indicative 
“ Power by Syntactical Connection ”” 

Reply Just as by reason of 1ts quicker operativeness, Direct Asser 
tion sets aside Indicative Power and the rest, so in the pointing out of 
the application of the mantra also, 1t is the first to become operative 
That 1s to say, it is the one that is quickest ın pomtmg out the application, 
that 18 cognized as contradicted by its counter-agent 

Objection “It has been declared above that Direct Assertion is not 
“the only one that 18 contradicted ” 

Reply Why cannot ib be contradicted,—when the limits of the 
relationship of Direct Assertion with Syntactical Connection have been 
strictly defined,—one being in the form of the Primary and the 
Accessory, and another m that of the Qualification and the Qualified ? 
What Direct Assertion distinctly avers is that to the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical Connec- 
tion, belongs such and such a relationship of the Primary and the Acces- 
sory (and there ıs no contradiction mvolved in this) The Indicative 
Power, on the other hand, contradicts the very relationship of the 
Primary and the Accessory (expressed by Direct Assertaon), and not that 
of the Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical 
Connection Consequently when the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualified has been established by Syntactical Connection un 
opposed, then what remains to be considered 18 the contradiction by 
Indicative Power of the Direct Assertion 

Or, ıt may be that as soon as the word ‘ Aznd yü has been 
pronounced, ıt becomes evident, from the law laid down under Sutra 
1—n—31, that he that ıs to be greeted by the mantra 1s someone other 
than Indra,—and certainly this is contradictory to the Indicative Power 
which points to Indra as one to be greeted by it 

Thus then, ib is clear that the texts under consideration involve a 
conflict between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, and as such 
there1s nothing wrong in the discussion propounded by the Bhashya 
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On the above question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Tt must be admitted that all means of night knowledge are equally 
“ authoritative 

(A) “ Because, as a matter of fact, when one of these has, on its own 
‘strength, once been accepted as authoritative, that strength does not 
“ disappear, when it is compared with another means 

€ Tn the case of all means of right knowledge, Sense-perception and 
“the rest, there are only two possible contingencies —they are either 
“ true or false, there ıs no intermediate course and that which is once a 
“ true means of knowledge can never be false, and conversely that which 
“ iş false can never be true, and ın all cases it is only the false means of 
“€ knowledge that ıs rejected, and never the true one, nor ıs the false one 
““ ever recognized as a true means of knowledge, for the simple reason that 
“ the very character of the true means of knowledge consists in non rejecti 
“ bilty Now then, with regard to the six means of knowledge, Direct 
“ Assertion and the rest, it has been shown (m the preceding Adhzkaranas) 
“that each of them ıs a true means within its own limits, and none 
“ of them ever steps beyond those limits, where it could be suspected 
“of weakness And when an idea has once been biought about by one of 
“ these, ıt 1s not possible for ıt to be made non existent And masmuch 
“as every one of these ideas 13 only self-destruetible, ıt could not be set 
“ asıde by any other idea Nor ıs it possible for the sansküra (impression) 
€ of that idea to be removed,—as there can be no destruction of the 
““ sanskāra that is the source of memory Nor, lastly, ıs it possible to 
““ separate ıt from its legitimate effect ın the shape of due action, as the 
“ idea, of action 18 strongly rooted Consequently, all the six being 
“equally strong ın authornty, whenever they are found to contradict 
“one another, they must be treated as pomtıng to optional alterna- 
“ tives 

“ (B) Ifit be absolutely necessary to admit the rejection of one by 
“the other, then the rejection will take a course quite contrary to that 
“held by the Sıddhāntı, as ıt 18 a matter of common experience that that 
“ which follows can never come about unless it has rejected that which 
“ has gone before ıt That is to say, among Direct Assertion etc it is 
“ found that that which precedes is quicker in its operation than that which 
“ follows, and as such the latter could have an existence only after ıt 
“ had set aside the former, consequently the rejection of these by one 
“ another would be mn a way quite different from that held by you 

‘And further, even Direct Assertion could neve. lay down the 
““ application of that which would not have the powe: (necessary for that 
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“ application); and there could be no such power, unless there were a 
“ Syntactical Connection (among the factors concerned). 
p ö That k to say, (1) that which, at the time of its appearance, has 
had its capabilities ascertained as being suited for one thing, could 
€ never, at the time of its actual application, be turned away from that 
“thing; and it is only right to hold that the use to which a thing is put 
“depends upon its capabilities (and thus Indicative Power is stronger 
“than Direct Assertion). 

“ (2) Similarly that which is not found to be related, by Syntactical 
“ Connection, with another thing, could never be believed to have any 
“ capabilities with regard to that thing. And when there is such a 
“ relationship ; then the apparent inconsistency of this very relationship 
“ establishes the said capability ; and thus Syntactical Connection would 
“appear to be by far the stronger in authority (than Indicative Power, 
“and hence than İyirect Assertion). 

“ (8) So also, in all cases Syntactical Connection is dependent upon 
“mutual requirement (Context); hence it is that it is only when such 
“a mutual requirement is perceptible that we recognize the presence of 
“ Syntactical Connection; and never otherwise; and thus being the 
“necessary precursor of that Connection, Mutual Roquirement, in the 
“form of Coutext, cannot but be admitted to be the superior. Specially 
“ as all notions of Syntactical Connection, that go against mutual require- 
“ ment, are found to be totally mistaken. 

“ (4) In the same manner, all Requirements are based upon those 
o (hat proximate to one another; because factors that are remote from 
“one another cannot be required by, or related to, one another; conse- 
“quently all that has gone before is possible only when there is Proxi- 
“ mity, which, therefore, in the form of Örder, must be regarded as 
“ superior to all the four that have gone before. 

“ (5) As for Name, it denotes the relationship directly (and as such 
“ is the strongest of all). 

o Thus we find that the order of superiority is wholly reversed. 

“ (C) Or again, all this discussion could have been relevant only if 
“there were a contradiction among the six means of knowledge. As a 
o matter of fact, however, there is no such Contradiction; as it is quite 
“ compatible for the Mantra (or any other accessory in question) to be used 
“in ways denoted by both ( means of knowledge). Consequently, even when 
“ the various moans of knowledge coalesce or conflict, due authority must 
“ belong to every one of them.” 

SIDDHANTA. k 

To the aboye we make the following reply: Among these six, that 

which follows is rejected by that which precedes it, as they are more and 
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more remote from the sense of Direct Assertion Because m the case of 
all of these rt 1s universally considered necessary to admit of the corrobo 

ration of a Direct Assertion laying down the necessary application, and 
the cognition brought about by this corroborative Direct Assertion varreg 
in 1ts proximity to each of the six means of cognition im question 

If, like Direct Assertion, the authority of Indicative Power and the 
rest also were self-sufficient and ındependent, then, ın that case, what you 
say would have been quite true As 1t 1s, however, the authority of these, 
lıke that of the Smrvies, depends upon thew capability of pomting to a 
corroborative Direct Assertion ,—which latter alone is the sole authority 
(ın matters relating to Dharma) And this Direct Assertion ıs held to 
be of six kinds, in accordance with the six means of its being cognized 
(vız Sense perception, Inference, etc , etc ) 

Objection “ How is it that Indicative Power and the rest have no 
“ independent authority of them own?” 

Reply We have proved above that Dharma 1s that which has Vedic 
Injunction for rts sole authority (1——2), and then again that that which 
as not supported by direct verbal testvmony 1s of no use wm matters relating to 
Dharma (1—m—1) And when the words that are directly heard are found 
to lay down the application, we call that a case of Or öz, Direct Assertion, 
because it inheres directly in the Har (Çrotra) In a, case however 
where the words are not found to directly lay down the application, 
after we have cognized the words by direct Sense-perception, the agency 
pointing out the application is inferred by apparent Inconsistency, and it 
18 in such cases, that we have Indicative Power and the other five, and 
certainly ın such cases there 1s a certain remoteness between the means of 
knowledge and the final object of cognition (Application) 

For mstance, m the matter of the use to which the Andr? verse is to 
be put, when both Direct Assertion and Indicative Power proceed to 
point ıt oat, at the time that we come across the words of the former 
directly laying down the use, we find those of the Indicative Power to be 
capable of only reminding us of those words, and consequently while we 
are yet taking steps to infer the existence of such words from the apparent 
inconsistency of the appearance of the verse in the Context,—the necessay 
use 18 long before laid down by means of the direct words of Direct Asser 
tion, and this use having been duly cognized, the subject matter of the 
Context—ıe the sacrifice—has its requirements fulfilled ın connection 
with the Mantra, and the Mantra also has its own needs in connection 
with the sacrifice duly supplied And thus the appearance of the mantra 
ın the particular context having been otheiwise explained, there ıs no 
longer any Appatent Inconsistency capable of leading us to the mference 
of a Direct Assertion of Indra (as the person to be greeted with the 
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Mantra), and ın the absence of such a Direct Assertion, there can be no 
such application for the Mantra 

In fact we have explained ıt more than once that only that much ıs to 
be regarded as Vedic which has to be assumed m fulfilment of certan needs 
of the Veda 

For these reasons ıt must be admitted that Direct Assertion 18 
superior in authority (to Indicative Power, which is one step further 
removed from its objective) Because Direct Assertion does not need the 
help of anything else, in the way that ıt ıs itself needed by Indicative 
Power 

To this effect we have the following declaration ‘That which does 
not stand in need of something else is the stronger of the two, while 
that which has its functioning dependent upon something else—how could 
that ever set aside this latter ?” 

Thus then, among Direct Assertion and the rest, we find that that 
which precedes operates undependently of that which follows, and 1s 
therefore, stronger than that, while that which follows, having its autho 
rity dependent upon that which precedes it, can never set aside this latter 
We have already shown that we cannot admit of the authority of Indi 
cative Power and the rest unless they are capable of leading to the 
inference of a corroborative Direct Assertion 

Objection “It has also been declared that that which ıs itself 
“devoid of Power can never be applied to any use (even by a hundred 
€ Direct Assertions) ” 

Reply True, this has been declared, but ıt was a most improper 
declaration, because, as a matter of fact, the capability of Direct Assertion 
to lay down the use of an accessory does depend upon Indicative Power, 
1b 18 after the use has been cognized (by means of Direct Assertion), that, 
upon the strength of that cognition, we come to infer its capability of bemg 
used in that vay Thatistosay, after Direct Assertion has pointed out 
the use to which the accessory 1s to be put, there arises the question as to 
the manner ın which it would serve that purpose, and the conclusion 
arrived at ıs that ıt would serve it ın the way in which it would be capable 
of domg so, and though there may be nothing ın the accessory itself that 
points to its capability for such use (as fı there ıs nothing in the Amdri 
mantra itself that points to 1ts bemg used ın the greeting of Garhapatya), 
yet such capability 1s inferred from the Direct declaration of the use (as 
ın the Injunction “ Aundry& garhapatyam upatshthaté’) It ıs on this 
account that we have the declaration contained in the Sütra 111—n—85 

Objection “There can be no use to which an accessory 1s put, until 
“it already possesses the requisite capability, and consequently the 
“ existence of such capability must be presumed before everything elsa, 

148 
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“and thus Direct Assertion would certainly become weaker than the 
“ directly perceptible Indicative Power ” 

Reply True, such would be the natural conclusion if the inference 
of the capability preceded the operation of Direct Assertion As a matter 
of fact, however, ıt ıs not so, because until the Andri verse has been 
declared to be used ın a certain way, there ıs no reason for seeking for 
any capability, ın it, of denoting the Gdrhapatya, ın fact, when the use 
has been laid down, and is found to be otherwise mexplicable, the said 
capability, even though existing from before, comes to be inferred only 
subsequently 

Objection “Even then the remoteness from the final objective 1s 
“ exactly the same in both cases For instance, the remoteness from the 
“ pomting out of the use, in the case of the Indicative Power, that leads 
“to the mference of a Direct Assertion, is exactly the same that there 1s 
‘fim the case of Direct Assertion, which leads to the inference of the 
“necessary Power In any case the remoteness ıs due to the necessity 
“ of the ference of something not visible , and this is exactly the same 
“ m the case of both” 

Reply True, so far ıt 1s the same ın both cases, but this is of no use 
m the matter of the strength or weakness of the two Because it 18 only 
when the idea of the use 1s remote that there ıs a notion of weakness, 
and this would apply only to a case where the non-existent factor has got 
to be assumed, or inferred, before there 1s an idea of the use 

That 1s to say, ın the case of Indicative Power, there 1s no pomtimg 
out of the use, until there ıs a prior inference of the Direct Assertion 
(laying down that use), and hence ın this case there 1s a certain degree 
of remoteness, which ıs not present in the case of Direct Assertion, 
wherein the declaration of the use having been duly cognized, it is the 
presence of this use that leads to the inference of the necessary capability , 
and this inference, appearing subsequently, does not remove, to any remote 
point, the previously-obtamed idea of the use In all cases where the two 
means of knowledge proceed towards a common objective, that which 18 
found to take more time in reaching it is taken as remote from it, and as 
weaker in its authority than the other, and when the use has been once 
duly cognized, even if there were a thousand inferences to appear, they 
would in no way remove the means of knowledge away from 1ts objective 


What has been said above holds good respecting all the remaiming 
pairs—such as Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, Syntactical 
Connection and Context, Context and Order, and Order and Name Asın 
the case of all these, there can be no 1dea of the use obtained from anyone 
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until it has led to the inference of the preceding ones, whereas when the 
use has been pointed out by the preceding one, the existence of the follow 
ıng one 1s merely accepted as an mvariable concomitant 

Objection “Inasmuch as Direct Assertion is directly perceptible 
“ (which none of the other 1s), 161s right that it should be stronger than 
“Indicative Power, but ın the case of the others, inasmuch as all of them 
“equally stand ın need of the mference of corroborative Direct Assertion, 
“on what ground could we admit any one of them to be stronger or 
“ weaker than the other?” 

Reply Indicative Power and the rest are removed from the final 
objective of Direct Assertion, by one, two, three, four and five steps 
respectively , and this makes a great difference in their respective 
strength and weakness That is to say, the operation of Indicative Power 
is removed by the single step of the ınference of a corroborative Direct 
Assertion, while that of Syntactacal Connection is removed by two steps, 
in the shape of the inference of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, 
and soon For instance (in the case of the senterce ‘ Kad@ ca nastarirası 
etc’) all the other words, that are not denotative of Indra, bemg 
found to be syntactically connected with the word denotative of that 
Deity,—we come to assume the existence ın those words of the power of 
denoting that deity , and this power leads us on to the Direct Assertion 
(which pomts out the use to which the mantra is to be put) 

As a matter of fact, m all Mantras ıt is only a certam word that 
denotes something directly connected with the action to be performed, 
eg ın the sentence “ Agnay® jushtam mrvapam,’ the words ‘nrvapami’ 
and ‘Agnz’, the other words, denoting things not directly connected 
with the action, appear to be incapable of being of any use in its perform 
ance, and yet the apparent inconsistency of these bemg syntactically 
connected leads to the mference of the existence in them of the capability 
of denoting things connected with the action, and consequently they 
suppress their own origmal denotations, and then coming to indicate 
things connected with the action, become capable of being utilized in 1ts 
performance, and then it ıs that having led to the inference of a Corrobo 
rative Direct Assertion, they come to be actually utilized in connection 
with that action All this 1s quite admissible in a case where there 1s no 
incompatibility (between Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power and 
Direct Assertion) 

When however we find two mantras so constituted that though 
yntactically connected, each of them mdicates a distinct object con- 
nected with actions—[eg in the sentence ‘syonanté sadanam krnom 

tasman sida, we find that the former part 1s employed ın the spread 
ing of the grass, while the latter in the laying down upon it of the 
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Cake]—, m such s case, the two stand m need of two distinct Indicative 
Powers,—and these Powers also standing ın need of two distinct objects 
to be indicated, when the Syntactical Connection proceeds to point out the 
application of the sentence m question, 88 soon as it 18 found that the 
indicative power of a certain portion of it points to a certain use for it, it 
comes to be quickly taken up by that use, and Syntactical Connection is 
utterly moapable of employing it to any other purpose, nor does it allow 
any others to serve that purpose And the sole reason for this 1s that, 
while Syntactical Connection 18 still on its way to the mference of In- 
dicatuve Power, the already existing Indicative Power hastens to bring 
about the inference of the corroborative Direct Assertion, and thereby 
restrict the use to which the sentence 1s to be put 

That 1s to say, when the whole 1s applied to a certain use, 1t can be so 
applied without taking along w:th ıt all its parts , and im the sentence in 
question we find that all that 1s du ectly perceptible is the fact of the two 
parts of the sentence (“ syonam etc’ and “£asman etc”) bemg syntactically 
connected,—and not the fact of their mdicating the same thing, on the 
other hand, the fact of their indicating two different things 1s proved by 
the cognition of their meanings Thus then, ın the matter of the applı- 
cation of the whole sentence and its parts, when Syntactical Connection 
and Indicative Power proceed vo pomt ont their uses,—inasmuch as that 
which 1s devoid of power cannot be applied to any use, while Syntactical 
Connection is still on the way to the inference of the fact of the latter 
portion of the sentence being subservient to the purpose of the former, or 
vice versa, the Indicative Powers belonging to each of these two portions 
themselves distinctly brings about the inference of a Direct Assertion 
pointing out the fact of each of the two portions being applied to a 
distinct purpose of its own Consequently, while Syntactical Connection 
ış still exerting itself towards the inference of the necessary Direct Asser- 
tion, Indicative Power has fully established the uses to which the two paris 
are to be applied, and thereby the mention of the mantra on the Context 
having all its requirements fulfilled, there remains no cause for the 
mnference of any further Direct Assertion, and thus, the use, which an 
inferred Direct Assertion might have pointed out, falls to the ground, 
having no basis to go upon As for the Muntra also, that which is the first 
to appeaı 1s more quickly applied to the use that 1s the first to present 
itself, to which the forme: Mantra could be apphed only very slowly 
Similarly that which appears latterly becomes more quickly applied to the 
use, which 1s the last to appear And the Mantra that 1s quick to be applied 
does not pay any regard to the slow use to which it mght be put In the 
same manner, the meaning also, being taken up by the Mantra cognized 
first, does not take up any other , and so long as 1b 18 possible for it to be 
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taken m ıts primary sense, it cannot be relegated to a secondary posi- 
tion 

Thus then, Indicative Power being stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion, the Mantras are to be applied by breaking up the sentence into two 
distinct parts 

Objecteon “Such being the case (ın the sentence ‘ Dévasya tva 
“ savetuk mrvapims’) the word ‘nurvapaim:’ having its mdicative 
“power duly ascertamed, and appearmg much more quickly, takes up 
“ the purpose in question, and precludes the application of the remote 
“ words ‘ dövasya tuğ etc ? which, for this reason, can not be applied to 
“ the same use Then inasmuch as these words have distinct purposes to 
“serve, they cannot be taken collectively Consequently, there bemg no 
“ Syntactical Connection, ıt becomes necessary for these words (‘dévasya 
“ eto”) to indicate, ın some way or other, the nzrvdpa itself,—and nothing 
“ else, as this something else could not belong to the action to be per- 
“ tormed For these reasons, all the words coming to have the same 
“objective, there comes about coalescence (of Indicative Power and 
“ Syntactical Connection), and there must be a rejection of the application 
“ of those words that are pointed out by Syntactical Connection alone” 

Reply Ina case where other words denote things connected with the 
Action, there alone can we have distinct uses for them, while for those 
vroıds that do not denote any such thing, ther use must unavoidably 
be accepted as ındıcated by Syntactical Connection That is to say, 
those words that do not denote things connected with actions,—1if these 
be taken ındependently by themselves, they become wholly useless 
Consequently, even though the object (nırvāpa) has had all its require- 
ments fulfilled by previously ascertained relationships, yet ib becomes 
denotable by the other words, m case these latter are found to be in need 
of some such object Just as even though the details of an action are all 
fully supplied, yet in consequence of the order of sequence, the same 
details are again brought ın, and again, just as though certain accessory 
details may have their requirements fulfilled ın connection with the 
Primary sacrifice, yet they are employed again ın connection with the 
subsequent modifications of those sacrifices, as we have explamed in 
connection with the Kirptzs Consequently even such words as are not 
denotative of things connected with the action come to be so connected 
and used (in accordance witk Syntactical Connection) 

Those words, on the other hand, that are found to denote things 
connected with actions, have their use, even if they do not happen to be 
connected with things not denoted by them, and they do not obtain a 
place on the mere ground of their uselessness As all the six, Direct 
Assertion and the rest, —if they happen to be tainted by uselessness,—are 
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held to be capable of being set aside even by those that are weaker 
than themselves For ınstance, though Direct Assertion (im the sentence 
‘Vrihin prokshatı ”) points to the fact of the Prokshana being an accessory 
attendant upon the form of the corn, yet we lose no time im rejecting 
this and taking it to be attendant upon the capability of the corn to bring 
about certain transcendental results,—as shown by the Context 

Thus then ıt becomes fully established that Indicative Power 15 
superior in authority to Syntactical Connection, as has been shown 
above ın connection with Bhakshanuvaka (111—n—24 et seq ) 


Between Syntactical Connection and Context it is the latte: that is 
the weaker, because of 1ts being further remote from 1ts object 

We find that the connection or relationship (between the Accessory 
and its Primary) 1s distimctly perceptible in a case of Syntactacal 
Connection, while in that of Context it is not so perceptible, but has got 
to be inferred from mutual requirement, and this constitutes a remote 
ness 

That 1s to say, in the case of Context all that we perceive is the mere 
mutual requirement of the helper and the helped, subsisting between the 
Primary and the Accessory sentences, both of which are fully equipped 
with their complements, whereas in the case of Syntactical Connection, 
it 18 the direct connection between the Primary and the Accessory that 1s 
perceptible, consequently, when these two start upon their way to 
connect the Accessory m question with a particular Primary, while 
Context 18 still ou the way to the assumption of a Syntactical Connection 
(between the two), Syntactical Connection will have succeeded in assum 
ing a Power in the words of the sentence (to mdicate the required 
relationship}, and while, in the former case, the assumed Syntactical 
Connection would assume the necessary Indicative Power, the assumed 
Power, ın the latter case, will assume the corroborative Direct Declara- 
tion, and lastly, while in the former case, the assumed Power would bring 
about the assumption of the corroborative Declaration, the assumed 
Declaration, in the latter case, would have fully established the necessary 
application of the accessory, and thus the Requirement (upon which 
Context ıs based) having been set aside, there would remain no basis for 
its assumption of the necessary Corroborative Declaration , and hence the 
Indicative Power, even though assumed, would disappear before it reaches 
the stage at which it could definitely point out the necessary application 
It is for this reason that we hold Syntactical Connection to be the 
stronger of the two 
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In the same manner, between Context and Order (or Position), ıt 18 
the latter that 1s the further remote from 1ts objective 

Because while one (1e the Context), on its way to the assumption of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration, begins with Mutual. Requirement 
(upon which the Context 1s directly based), the other (1e Order) has got 
to obtain this (Requirement) also from another source, and then, through 
that, reach the corroborative Declaration 

That ıs to say, Order or Position consists merely ın the fact of the 
two (the Accessory and the Primary) bemg mentioned or performed tn 
the same place, and ın a case where the two things thus occurrmg in the 
same place, happen to be in mutual need, we have an instance of Context 
As instances in point we have those modificatory sacrifices that happen to be 
mentioned ın an extensive Context From among these, that which has not 
been originally laid down as fallmg in the midst of the accessories of the 
Original sacrifice, 1s found to be mentioned either before or after this 
latter, and thereby becomes subject to the operations of Order In the 
case of Context, on the other hand, all requirements having been fully 
fulfilled by the accessories mentioned along with the Original sacrifice 
which have had their uses distinctly defined, —ıf there 18 an acces- 
sory which happens to be mentioned nea: something that has all its 
needs supplied, as also near another thing that stands ın some need, and 
thereby comes to be simultaneously taken up by both of these,—then, 
while 16 would be still giving rise to the necessary assumption of a require- 
ment of that which s ın proximity to it and hence connectible to it by 
Order, ıt would become syntactically connected with that which already 
has such a requirement, and as such, 1s connectible with it by Context 
And while in the former case, we reach the assumption of Syntactical 
Connection, there already appears, ın the latter case, the assumption of 
the Power, ın the Accessory, to help that with which ıt ıs related by 
Context And while, m the former case, there 1s an assumption of the 
said Power, we have, ın the latter, the assumption of the corroborative 
Direct Declaration And lastly, while, m the former case, we shall be 
assuming the Corroborative Declaration, the already assumed Declaration, 
in the latter case, would have distinctly established the application of the 
accessory ın question, and all the rest would thereby become wholly 
moperative 


Similarly too, between Order and Name, we find that ın the case of 
the former, the mutual relationship of the Primary and the Accessory, 
assumed on the ground of their occurring m the same place, 18 still based 
upon the Veda itself, and ın all cases the relationship of two things 18 
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always based upon some sort of an identity, whereas in the ease of 
Name, there ıs no such identity of place pointed out by the Veda as 
would estabhsh the possibility of a direct relationship 

Objectton “The Name directly denotes relationship itself, and 
“operating thereby, ıt would come to be equal to Direct Assertion, in 
“ authority ” 

Reply It1s not so, because the relationship that 18 establıshed by 
the Name 1s something wholly different from that of the Primary and 
Accessory, pointed out by Direct Assertion That is to say, the Name 
operates towards the establishing of a relationship among certain things 
that have not, ın any way, been recognized as being related, and ıt does 
not establish the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory , speci 
ally because this latter 1s capable of bemg based upon any sort of a 
relationship In reality the Name s incapable of denotimg any relation- 
ship , as we have shown (unde: the Arunādhikarana) that Names apply- 
mg literally do not denote any relationship And every relationship is in 
the form that the two objects (related) have something in common 
between themselves 

Thus then, ıt becomes established that Name ıs inferior to Order 
Because ın the case of the latter, the common element has not got to he 
inferred, as the fact of their place bemg common is distinctly perceptible, 
while ın the case of the former, there beg no word expressive of any 
common element directly perceptible, 1t has got to be inferred , and this 
constitutes a remoteness from the real objective 

For instance, while Name 1s still assuming the existence of the said 
common element between the two factors, Orde: has ascertamed the fact 
of the two bemg ın need of each other, because of their occurring in the 
same place, and thereby has established the Context, while the former 
common element 1s assuming the presence of a mutual requirement, the 
latter Context has established a Syntactical Connection , while the former 
case assumes a Syntactical Connection, the latter has established the 
Power of helping, while the former 1s assuming the Power of helping, 
the latter has established the Corroborative Direct Assertion, and lastly, 
while the former 1s assuming the Corroborative Direct Assertion, the latter 
has established the use to which the accessory 1s to be put And thereby 
the mention ın the Context having had all its requirements fulfilled, all that 
follows ıt, even though pointed out by the right means of knowledge, be 
comes hke the unripe seed plucked from the tree, and as such incapable 
of brmgmg forth any proper fruit, 

Thus then, ıt is fully established that on the ground of remoteness 
from the chief objective, each one of the sıx—Direct Assertion and the 
rest—is inferior to, and 1s set aside by, that which precedes it 
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In support of this we have the following declaration — 

When there 15 a single fruit that 1s reached by a flight of stairs, and 
which is acquired by mere approach, and for reaching it two mən contend- 
ing for its possession start up, both equally fast and free from obstacles, — 
but ono of them starts from the giound, while the other starts from one 
step of the stairs already gained,—then, there 1s no donbt that the latter one 
will reach tke fruit first, and the fruit having been taken away by that 
man, the other would get down without having obtained anythmg And 
in this case we find that though each of the men had power enough for 
obtaining the fruit at another tıme, yet when put together, the younger 
man—the one that 1s a step behind—1s always vanquished i 

And as a matter of fact, we find that it is ın one way that operations 
are carried on even by weak agencies, when there 1s no force to contond 
with, while the character of the operation becomes wholly different when 
there ıs an inroad of more powerful agencies, which destroys all the 
strength of the weaker ones For these reasons, it is by no means reason- 
able to hold that simply because the latter means of knowledge (Indica 
tive Power and the rest) are held to be authoritative in one place, they 
must be so also when they are opposed by stronger and mote anthorits 
tive means of knowledge (Direct Assertion fi ) 

It has been argued above that—“ıb is only a false semblance of 
“ authoritative means of knowledge that can be set aside, and not what is 
“ a real means of knowledge ” 

And ın reply to this we say that in the cases under consideration what 
are set aside are really mere semblances of anthoritative means Becanse 
in these cases (1¢ where there 18 a, more authoritative means to the con- 
trary), those that are set aside have never had any authority There was 
only a semblance of authority assumed from the fact of their having been 
perceived to have an authority in other cases 

That is to say, no authority attaches to these other means of know 
ledge, ın a case where they are set aside, the fact 18 that having, in 
another place, beon found to have proper authority, wherein they appear 
by themselves,—they are inferred, fiom that, to have an authority, even 
in the cases under consideration But inasmuch as they are ejected 
by other superior means of knowledge, they fail m their purpose, and are 
therefore concluded to be wrong and mistaken 

Though ıt begins its operations with the same functions that belonged 
to ıt previously, yet, inasmuch as its objective has been wrested by another 
means very much quicker in its operations, and thereby, having its vel) 
root cut off from under itself, ıt does not reach its end, consequently, 
what else could we do, but set aside its authority, rejecting ib as a 
mirage ” 
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In all such cases, the idea of accessory character 1s rejected, before 
ıt has come into existence, as there has been no Direct Assertion yet 
assumed pointing to such character,—such rejection being done by the 
assumption of the falsity of all intervening cognitions (brought about by 
the former), and thus there can be no similarity in stiength between the 
two, on the ground of the similarity of then appearance For this reason, 
the rejection in question should not be mistaken for one ın the form of the 
setting aside of a mixture of the two cognitions The rejection of that 
which has come into existence, is in the form of the setting aside of its 
consequences, and will be treated of later on (in Adhyaya X) 


Thus then we have explained what happens in the case of conflict 
between any two of the six means of knowledge Inasmuch as the case 
of the conflict of one by two or more, is similar to what has been ex- 
plained, the Bhashya has not treated of ıt separately But ıt 18 neces- 
sary for the Commentators to explain those cases also ın detail, and this 
18 to be done in the following manner 

(1) When there 1s a conflict between Direct Assertion and Syntacti- 
cal Connection,—eg in the case of the sentence ‘arunaya pingikshya, 
ete’ the Redness, etc are shown, by the indicative power of Syntac 
tical Connection and by co-extensiveness, to belong to the one-year-old cow , 
while the Instrumental ending directly declares it to belong to the 
Purchase,—we find that while Syntactical Connection is still on the 
ground, Direct Assertion is already two steps nearer the goal, and hence 
while the former 1s still on its way to the assumption of Indicative Power, 
the Direct Assertion will have established the use to which the accessory 
18 to be put, and this constitutes a great difference between the opera- 
tions of the two 

(2) When there is conflict between Direct Assertion and Context, 
—as when the ‘twenty-one recitations’ are shown by the Context to 
belong to the Darça-Pznamüsa, while the Direct Assertion (contained 
in ‘ Pratishthakamasyackavimegatiranuls oyat”) makes them accessory to a 
ceıtaın end desired by the Agent,—it ıs the Context that is always set 
wide The ‘recitations’ too having the nature of actions, and thus 
forming part of the ‘Procedure,’ are subject to the specific authority of 
the Context, and as such they have been cited here as examples 

Some people put forward the following as an example of the con- 
flit between Direct Assertion and Order or Position “We have the 
declaration that “ there are three upasads for the S&hna, while there are 
twelve for the Ahina’, and herein masmuch as the number ‘twelve’ has 
not the characte. of an Action, and as such does not form part of the 
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‘Procedure, ıt cannot be subject to the anthonty of Context, which 1s 
based upon the Procedure, and it is only by means of Proximity that ıb 
comes to be accepted, through the assumed agency of the Context, conse- 
quently, this must be regarded as an instance of conflict of Direct Asser- 
tion and Position or Order ” 

But this 1s scarcely admissible , because if the number (Twelve) ın 
question had belonged to the substance (used at the sacrifice), or had been 
an independent factor by itself, then alone ıt could not be taken as part 
of the Piocedure, being entirely devoid of the form of an action Asa 
matter of fact, masmuch as we have the injunction of ‘twelve’ with 
distinct reference to the action of upasad, which latter distinctly forms 
part of the Procedure,—the said number cannot but be contamed ın the 
Procedure And in this case while the upasad contamed m the Procedure 
would be assuming the Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power of 
the number, the Direct Declaration by the genitive ending (in ‘ahinasya’) 
will have established the fact of its belonging to the Ahina, and this 
Ahina 1s nothing other than the Ahargana (Consequently this would be 
a case of the setting aside of the Context by Direct Assertion ) 

(3) Question “What, then, is the example of conflict between 
Direct Assertion and Order ? ” 

Answer The qualifications of the Rope (used for tyıng round the 
sacrificial Post)—e g the being made of grass and the hke—would be shown 
by Order to belong to the Agnishomeya animal, while by Direct Assertion 
they are shown to belong to the Post As ıt ıs clearly perceptible, by 
Direct Assertion, that the Rope 1s accessory to the Tyzng of the Post, and 
hence together with its qualifications, 1t cannot belong to the Animal 
Because while the Order or Position would be assuming the corroborative 
Context and the rest,—thus separated from its objective by four mter- 
vemng steps,—it will have been defeated by the said Direct Assertion 
And while the Order would be engaged ın assuming the existence of 
mutual Regunement alone (which would be the basis of the Context), its 
objective, the Rope, before ıt was reached by the said Order, would be 
taken up by Direct Assertion 

(4) As an instance of the confhet between Direct Assertion and Name, 
we have the followmg We find the mantra ‘ikhé tva etc’ mentioned ın the 
chapter on Darça-Pürnamüsa called by the name of ‘ Pawradagika 
chapter (chapter devoted to the “ Purodiça-offerings), and occurring 
ın a Context common to all the other sacrificial materials (the 
Sannüyya ete), not having its application pointed out by any clear 
Indicative Power, and at first sight, the name of the chapter would 
show ıt to belong to the Purodaga only, while the Direct Assertion 
contaıned ın the B; ahmana sentence ‘ kha tezi çükhün chunalttı” distinctly 
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points ıt ont as pertaining to the cuttmg of the twig required for the 
making of the Samnayya And while the Name would be still engaged in 
assuming a common element, the Direct Assertion will have estab- 
lished the use to which the Mantra 1s to be put, long before the forme: has 
had tıme to assume the intermediate corroborations of the Context, Syntac- 
tical Connection, Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, and as such 1t 18 
set aside by the aforesaid Direct Assertion 

In the same manne: are to be explained the conflicts between Indica 
tive Power and Context and the rest 

(1) As an instance of the conflict between Indicative Power and 
Context, we have the mantras to be addressed to Püshan (called the 
‘ Pushdnumantrana mantras’), with regard to these, while the Context ın 
which they occur (vız that of the Darça-Pürnamğsa) 18 still on its way 
to the assumption of Syntactical Connection, their Indicative Power will 
have established, through the assumption of the corrobo1ative Direct 
Assertion, then applicability to the i:ddressing of Püshan , and so also 
while the former will assume the Power of indicatıng the Agm eto men 
tioned in the Context, the latte: will have established then use as lying 
in the addressing of Pushan 

(2) The conflict between Indicative Power and Order has been shown 
in the Stutagastradhikarana, under Sitra TI—i—14 The example that ıs 
given in the Bhashya also ıs the case of the Abhyanujnapana and the 
Abhyanujna along which are mentioned, in the same order in which the two 
are mentioned, the two mantras ‘ upahita, etc” and ‘upahvayasva, etc”, and 
from ther Position or Order, ıt would seem that the mantra ‘ upahita, etc’ 
applies to the AbhyanuynApana and ‘ Upuhvayasva, etc” to the Abhyanwna 
But the Indicative Power of the words of the Mantras themselves point to 
the contrary procedure Consequently, while the said Position or Olde 
would assume the Context and the necessary Syntactical Connection, the 
Indicative Power would have assumed 1ts corroborative Direct Assertion 
and definitely established the applicalility of the mantras, and thus we 
have the rejection of Oidei long before ıt has had time to assume the 
Corroborative Indicative Power and Direct Assertion 

We have another instance (of conflict between Indicative Power and 
Order) in regard to the mantras Pariwiras, etc” and ‘ yuvü suvüsü, etc” 
which are respectively descriptive of the karana and the kriyamdna of the 
Parwyana (winding) The Position or Order of these mantras would 
show that they belong to the Parivyana of the Agnishomiya, while then 
Indicative Power shows that they pertain to the second Par:oyana of the 
Suvaniya 

Question ‘In that case, why is it that the Manot@ ıs not taken as 
“belonging to the saciifice of the Savaniya animal,—as shown by the 
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“Indicative Power, which would be capable of rejecting the Order that 
“ connects ıt with that of the Agnishomiya ?” 

Answer İt ıs not so, for the simple reason that, lıke the case shown 
under the Sutra IfI—1— 3, the mantra ıs applied to the Agnishomiya by 
reason of the implication (of Agni by the word ‘ manot@’) based upon the 
applicability pomted out by Direct Assertion, which is more authoritative 
than the Indicative Power (connecting it with the Savaniya) Itis witha 
view to this that we have the Direct declaration—‘ even if the animal be 
dedicated to another Deity, the Manoté should be the one dedicated to 
Agni’ And this Direct Assertion stands m the way of any Indicative 
Power applymg the Manot&é to any other animal ,—the sense of the 
Assertion being that ‘even when the animal is dedicated to two deities, 
the Manotü to be employed should be that pertaining to the single Deity 
of Agm, and ıt should not, on the mere ground of its pertaining to that 
single Deity, be disjomed from the ammal (Agnishomiya,) dedicated to 
the two deities (of Agni and Soma), Or again, we can take the word 
‘éva’ differently, and explain the Assertion to mean that the Manota 
should be applied m the same order in which it occurs 

(3) As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Name, 
we have the Bhakshanuvaka, which contains sentences expressive of holding, 
etc , these sentences begin to be used as auxiliaries to the eating, 
on account of the Name (‘ Bhakshanuvaka’) pomtmg to the fact of their 
bearmg a common relationship (to the whole anuvaka), but before they 
come to be thus used, the words of the mantra indicate the applicability 
of ıts various parts to the actions of holding, looking and proper digesieng, 
to which use, therefore, they come to be put In the same manner, the 
Manu-verses, as well as the Prithupayavati verses, come, by their Indicative 
Power, to be apphed as Sümad26nəs, rejecting, thereby the indications of 
the name ‘ ydgya ’ 

(4) As an instance of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Order, we have the case of the words other than “ Parzvita’ and ‘ Pan- 
orası” which are descriptive of the windeng—viz the words yuva suvāsa 
ögüt sa u çrēyān, etc ”—, which, being syntactically connected with the words 
“ Parwirasy’ and ‘ Parwita’ that are used ın accordance with their Indica- 
tive Power, come to be used in the winding of the Savaniya 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name, we have an 
example ın the aforesaid Bhakshünusvüka , £1, the words ‘Saghyasam, etc’ 
having been used m connection with Hating, ete ıt becomes necessary to 
repeat, with each action, those other words of the mantra that are 
syntactically connected with the aforesaid words (And this on account 
of the indications of the name ‘ Baakshanuvaka’ being superseded by those 
of Syntactical Connection), similarly, the Name “ Adhvaryava ” indicates 
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the fact of all the primary sacrifices of the Jyotishtoma, etc belonging to 
the Adhvaryu alone, these sacrifices bemg syntactically connected with 
the ‘Desre for Heaven,’ they come to belong to all persons desiring any 
result 

Objection ‘“ This that you have explained would be an instance of 
“the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of Syntactical Connec- 
“ tion)” 

Reply The mdication ın question is not due to any particular word 
(of the mantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent, it 1s got 
at by means of a co-ordination based upon the indications due to the 
pə osumaty of two words (which constitutes Syntactical Connection), and 
hence ıt 1s a case of the supersession of Name by Syntactical Connec- 
tion 

As an instance of Conflict between Context and Name, we have 
the case of the Praydjas, that are mentioned ın the Brahmana named the 
“ Paurodagka,’ which (though, by the name, belonging to the Puzodaça- 
sacrifice) are applied to the Sansöyyü Upameu sacrifice, as shown by the 
Context 


We have explained the examples of conflict involved in the 
application of a single Accessory to several Primaries And it now 
becomes necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the 
application of several Accessories to a single Primary 

(1) As an mstance of conflict between Direct Asseztion and 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindr? Verse the sentence 
“ aandyü ga hapatyamupatishthaté ” being found (by reason of the Atmané 
pada-ending ın “ Upatishthaté’) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
mstrumentahty whereof belongs to a mantia (vide Pünün?—Sülra 
I—in—25),—and the Indicative Powe: (of the word ‘ görhapafyam”) 
pomting to the applicability of any manira pertaining to Agni, the Direct 
Declaration (by the Instrumental ın ‘ aındıyd ”) lays down the application 
of the Aindri Verse, and when the place has been once filled by that verse, 
thc re 18 no room for any other verse 

(2) As an mstance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the Yayna@yagniya Pragitha, 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the use of the word “ gi? d, while 
what ıs actually used ıs the word ‘rā, as shown by the Direct Assertion 
(“ qaran krioü udgayét’) In the same manner, for the Vagvé Dévas, the 
substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Amikoha, while Syntac- 
tical Connection shows it to be the Vdşına , and this latter, bemg 
possessed of an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
rejected, the V aşına 1s not admitted as a substance for the Vive dévas 
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(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Context, we liave the case of the Darça-Pürnamüsa performed with a 
desire to obtain fame,—in regard to which the Context pointing to the 
use of fifteen Samidhəni-recitationa, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence “ Pratishthikamasyaikavimeatiranubrityat’ ) shows the num- 
ber of the recitations to be twenty-one ; and hence there is a rejection 
of the number ‘ fifteen’ which pertains to that performance of the Darga- 
Pürnumasa, which is done without desire for any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, we have the 
case of the sacrifice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, Order 
points to the Camasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of water); while 
Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘ godohéna pagukamasya’) declares that 
vessel to be the milling vessel; and here the indications of the former are 
set aside. 

(5) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we have the case of the Vüyapöya, which, from its Name, 
appears as to be performed by the Adhvaryu, while the Direct Assertion 
(‘ Vajapeyéna svarajyakamah, etc.’) points to it as to be pérformed by one 
who desires the ‘Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence there is a rejection of 
the Adhvaryu as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same we have in ‘yajaminesya yüiyü.” In connection with the Pitryajas, 
the name ‘Hautra’ points to the fact of the yajya belonging to the Hoty 
priest , while the fact of its being performed by the Ya/amdna is shown 
by the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in “s/a) amünasya), which 
denotes tho relationship of the agent, 

As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we have the mantra ‘ Syonanté etc.,’ wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mantra—from the very beginning—is shown to 
pertain to the action of seating or depositing (the Purodüça) , while 
Indicative Power points only to the part ‘tasmin sida’ as the mantra 
pertaining to that action. In the same manner, Syntactical Connöoc- 
tion connects the portion ‘tasmin sida’ with the action of Abhigharana 
(Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), while Indicative Power points 
to ‘Syonanté......kalpayami’ only as belonging to that action; and the 
former is accordingly set aside. These mantras have been cited, on a 
previous occasion, as affording an instance of a single accessory belonging 
to several Primaries, while on the present occasion they are cited as one 
of several Accessories belonging to a single Primary. That is to say, on 
the previous occasion we had Syntactical Connection pointing to the fact of 
the mantra ‘ synonanta etc,’ belonging to the Depositing together with the 
Abhigharana, while Indicative Power connected it with the Depositing 
alone; and while the former indicated the mantra ‘tasmin sida’ as 
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belongmg to the Abhigh@rana, Indicative Power showed it to belong 
to the Depositing, ın connection with which it is actually used ,—on the 
present occasion, on the other hand, we have Syntactical Connection 
indicating the fact of the two mantras pertaining to each of the two 
actions (Depositing and Abhaghürana), while Indicative Power connects 
only one manira with each action 

The Bhashyu has spoken of four examples mixed up in a single expla- 
nation , and ıt is necessary to differentiate these 

As an instance of conflict between Indicative Power and (1) 
Context, (2) Order and (3) Name, we have, (1) the case of the Nirvapa, 
etc , for which the mantra ‘ Dévasya tvā, etc” 18 pointed out by Indicative 
Power, which sets aside the applicability of any other mantra indicated by 
the Context, (2) the Aimdr@gnais performed with a view to a certain 
desirable result, wherein the couple of Yajydnuvakyas proceeding from the 
Sümadhena, indicated by the Order, 1s set aside by Indicative Power, and 
(8) ın the Somadraudriya, wherein the application of the Manu-Verses 
pointed out by Name as the Yayyanuvakyds ıs set aside by those Yü?yünu- 
vükyüs that contain words indicative of Suma and Rudra 

As an example of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Context, we have the sentence “ Pirvédyuramivasyayam védinkarotz’ The 
Context shows that we should have recourse to that process of making the 
Védi (altar) wlich ıs laid down as following after the adhivasana of 
the sacrificial material , wlile the Syntactical Connection with ‘amé@va- 
sığ” shows that ıt should be done on the ‘previous day’ This is not a 
case of Direct Assertion, as the Locative Ending (in ‘am@vasy@yam’) does 
not denote the relationship of the Primaiy and the Accessory, though it 
denotes location, yet the character of locatzon could not possibly belong to 
the action , consequently the connection shown must be admitted to have 
been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another (which 
constitutes Syntactical Connection), and which operates more quickly than 
the Context 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Order we have 
an example ın those Pratwpatkalpas of the Jyotishtoma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of a certain occasion having 
presented itself, we have the Direct Assertion specifymg only one 
foot of each Mantra, as the one to be employed , and then the second and 
subsequent feet that are to be used are shown, by Order or Position, 
to be those of the verses appearing in the same orde: im connection with 
those Kalpas whose performance 1s absolutely binding, for instance, m 
connection with the Declaration ‘Vrkha pavasva dhdrayétc rüşauyüy 
pratipadan kuryat,’ the second and third feet to be employed are shown, 
by Order, to be ‘ pavamdnfiyéndavé abhadévam iyakshaté’, but we have 
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Syntactical Connection mdicating,—‘maruttivaté camatsarah vigvud dadhüna 
o) asü”—ns the feet to be added (and ıt 1s this latter that 1s accepted as 
the correct form) 

Objection “The example cited would be a case of conflict of 
Indicative Power, because of the difference in the case endings ” 

Reply That does not affect the situation, because all the mantras ın 
question are indicative of Soma, and what the difference ın the case- 
endings is incompatible with s the Syntactical Connection (and hence it 
18 a case of the contradiction of Syntactical Connection, and, not of Indica- 
tive Power, as all are equally undacafıse of the Soma) Consequently 
while the Order in question would be engaged in assummg a mutual 
requirement and the consequent Syntactical Connection, the Syntactical 
Connection will have established the application, by means of a prior 
assumption of Power, etc based upon of immediate Proximity and the 
sameness of case endings Consequently this latter ıs possessed of the 
greater authority 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name we have 
the following example In the chapter called ‘Hautra’ we have a 
mention of the addressing of the Directions, in the sentence— Tasman 
martravarunah preshyat, cümucüha”, and when we look ont for the person 
who ıs to do this Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the Hoir 
piiest as the person, while the Syntactical Connection of the sentence 
quoted pomts to Maztravaruna Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent has been pointed out by some one means, there ıs no need 
of the mention of any other, consequently Marirdvaruna having been 
pointed out by the more-quickly-operating Syntactical Connection, 
the indication of the Name ıs set aside, long before ıt has had time to 
reach the assumption of a corroborative Context 

Nor can this be said to be a case of conflict of Direct Assertion , 
because the Verb does not denote the Nominative Agent, specially as 
there ıs no operative (k@raka) ending with the word “ Müstrüvarunah” 
(the Nominative not being a köraka ending) 

As an example of conflict between Context and Order, we have the 
use of the word ‘ gira’ and “ozü” ın regard to the Hymn. In the Agni-h 
toma Sama, the word to be used 1s indicated by Order to be ‘ gra’, while 
Context points ıt out to be “orü”, and certainly this latte: is stronger 
in its authority On the former occasion we had cited the case of the 
words with regard to the Söma (while the present ıs with reference to the 
Stotra), consequently the two cannot be said to be mixed up 

As an example of conflict between Context and Name, we have the 
case of the sentence ‘ £asmön maitravarunah preshyatı canucdhét.’ as with 
reference to the Jyotushtoma The addressmg spoken of ın this devolves 
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upon the Hofr priest, as vecicated by the Name (‘Hautra,’ of the section in 
which the sentence occurs), while the Context distinctly points to 
Maatrdvaruna as one who dnes ıt This same example had been cited above, 
but that was with referenor to the form of the Addzessung of the Direchions 
itself 

Lastly, as an example of conflict between Order and Name, we 
have the case of the couple of Avndrigna mantras occurring m the 
chapter of Kömyayüşyüs , the Name of these muniras points to the fact of 
their being used as alternatives in both the ofterings (to Indra and Agni), 
while the stronger authority of Order indicates the use of the first couple 
with the first, and of the second with the second As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselves, it lends 1ts support to both alternatives , 
consequently, the case 1s one of conflict between Name and Order. 


We have considered the cases of the collision or conflict of Direct 
Assertion and the rest, when the Accessory, as also the Primary, 15 
one only And we have now to show that just as these six differ in 
authority from each other, so does each of them from another of 1ts own 
kind,—the ground of difference being the same as that m the former case 

(1) On the point of the applıcatıon of an accessory, we have the 
conflict of two Direct Declarations—one of them being more specific in 
its besimg than the other, eg we have the general statement—‘ Purodi 
yancaturdha karoti —according to which the Quartersng comes to apply to 
the Agnishomiya, etc, also but when we meet with the specific Declara- 
tion ‘ Agnéyancaturdha karofs) we come to the conclusion that the 
Quartering applies to only that Purodäça which is dedicated to Agm 
Similarly with the conflict of two Declarations in regard to two 
Primaries, we have the Declaration ‘yadahavaniyé juhoti, wherein the 
Locative ending in ‘ Ahavaniys’ shows that the Avabhrtha offerings also 
are to be poured into the Ahavanıya fire, but this 1s set aside by 
the specification contamed in the Declaration ‘apsvavabhrthéna’ (the 
Asabhriha offering ıs to be made en water) "The comparative strength or 
weakness ın these cases ıs based upon the doubtful character or otherwise 
of the declarations made 

Similarly we can cite instances of conflicts between two Direct 
Assertions, ın regard to preceder ce, to subsidianes and accessories, etc , 
ete For imstance, the word paguni’ (in ‘papund yajéta’) directly 
asserts the fact of the Oingularsty being an Accessory of the animal, 
while the stronger agency of the common case ending declares 1t to 
belong to the Action The word having declared the objective of the 
Bhavana to be the denotation of the Verbal Root, the stronger agency of 
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the Injunctive afhx makes out the end desired by man to be the required 
objective 

(2) As an instance of conflict between two Indicative Powers, 
we have the case of the mantra ‘syonanté sadanam krnom’ In this 
we have two Indicative Powers—one in the shape of the capability of 
the two portions of the mantra to be syntactically connected with each 
other, and another ın the shape of expressing 1ts meaning Of these two, 
ıt 18 this latter that ıs more approximate than the former, to 1ts corrobora- 
tive Direct Declaration , specially as the former ıs much weaker even 
than Syntactical Connection, as has been explaimed in the Bhdshya 

(3) As an example of conflict between two Syntactical Connec- 
tions, we have the sentence ‘Pancadaca Samidhéniranubriyat, " saptadaça 
Vaaçyasya”, m both of these the Syntactical Connection havıng been 
established through co o:dination, when we come to consider the actual 
application of the Samzdhénzs, it is the number seventeen that comes to 
be accepted as the more authoritative of the two, bemg more defintely 
specified of the two (in the case of the sacrificer being a Vasçya) 

Of conflict between two Contexts, we have an example ın ‘abhekraman 
2ohot”, the one vast Context shows this abhekra@mana to belong to the 
Darea-Pirnamasa, while the sub context connects it with the Pyayğ? as, 
and this latter 1s the more authoritative of the two, because of its being 
more nearly related to the subject ın question, specially as long before 
the subject 1s affected by the vast Context, the sub context establishes 
the necessary relationship in the shape of Syntactical Connection 

As an example of conflict between two Orders or Positions, we 
have the case of the two couples of mantras, the Andra and the Agnéya, 
which are found ın the section on the Kamya-yajyas, the order of prece 
dence of Proximrty pomts to the fact of both of these couples being used, 
without restrictions, with any of the two sacrifices, but the Order of 
mention, consisting of proximity m the shape of the commonality of the 
place, restricts their application to definite sacrifices 

A conflict between two Names, we find in cases where one of them 1s 
more generic in its indications than the other, and the rejection of the one 
by the other we shall treat of under the Sitra 111—vn—d4l 

The examples of the conflict of these ın the matter of Accessones and 
Primaries should be carefully distinguished and explained 

We have explaimed the above confiicts in cases where we had 
the Direct Assertion directly perceptible The same would be the case 
when those conflicting with others of the same or of different kinds, would 
be such as are cognized by means of Inference, etc The comparative 
strength of these, when the perceptible is pitted against the suferred, and 
when the inferred is pitted against the 2zferred,— whether they belong to 
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the same or different kinds,—would be found out in the same manner as 
has been shown above As for instance, the Direct Assertion pertamıng 
to the modificatory sacrifices, through Implication, are rejected by those 
applying to them, perceptibly or directly 

In these cases however, the order of strength 1s sometimes the other 
way,—f1 the inferred Direct Assertion is set aside by the directly percep 
tsble Indicative Power, as ın the case of the krshnala (rice made of gold) 
the threshing (pointed out by the Direct Assertion ‘ Vrihinavahanis, which 
has a real existence, but ıs applied to the krshnala only by :mplication) 
1s set aside by the Capability of the golden Rice (of not being threshed) 
By ‘ Langa’ or Power, in this connection, is meant the Power pertaining to 
all things, and not only that which belongs to the Mantras, as we shall 
find the declaration ın the Bhashya further on that—‘ka punarasya langasya 
piapteranyathdsambhavak ’—which means that the character of Langa 
belongs even to such agencies as the fact of being found to serve the purposes 
of something else, and also that of having no other way of being utilized, and 
so forth 

In a case where the Direct Assertion is purely an inferential one 
(and has no real existence), while the contrary Indicative Power 1s 
directly perceptible,—as ın the case of the Gmis in contradistinction to 
the Vedic Indicative Power,—inasmuch as it is quite possible for the Smriz 
to be based upon something (fı misconceptions, etc ) other than Direct 
Vedic Assertion, while Vedic Indicative Power can have no other basis 
than such a corroborative Vedic Declaration, it is the latte: that should 
be accepted as the more authoritative of the two 

In all cases however, ıf the rejection of even the less authouitative 
makes some assertion or other (m the Veda) meaningless, then the 
rejection 18 to be accepted the other way, as has been declared, contrary 
to what 1s pointed out by Direct Assertion, that ın the case of the sentence 
“ Vrhin prokshait,’ the Prokshana 1s meant to be the means of bringing 
about a transcendental result ( Apüroa) 

Similarly too, when the weaker means of knowledge has a very 
stiong support, then too the effect of rejection 1s reversed, as has been 
explamed under the Sütras 1—ın—5 et seg That is to say, of all means 
of knowledge, the contradiction hes 1n their objects, and not ın their forms 
Consequently, ın a, case where the means of knowledge 1s contrary to the 
object as ıt reilly exists, and its properties,—even though the compara 
tive strength of the Means be the other way, yet in consideration of the 
nature of the object of knowledge, even that means, which, by itself, is 
weaker ın its authority, would set aside the nalurally stronger one, as 
has been declared on a forme: occasion—‘ äcamanädayah padarthah padar- 
thününca gunah kramah” To the same effect we have the following say 
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ing ‘Even though the people of the town are very strong ın their 
combination, yet they are successfully repressed by a handful of men, 
who have the support of the king’s anthority ” 

Thus far we have explained the sūtra, as also the Bhashya, up to the 


place where ıt establishes the existence of the conflicts under considera- 
tion 


We now proceed with the explanation of the remaining portion of the 
Bhashya 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


“ Tulyabalé até küranö, idamapı küranam ıdamapı, çrutarapı lıngamapı, 
“etc 

“ This assertion of the equality of strength ıs based upon the convic- 
“tion that every portion of the Veda ıs equally self-sufficient m its 
“authority, specially as both (Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) 
“are found to have equal authority ın cases where each appears by itself 
“ That 1s to say, whenever we come across a mantra, we at once obtain an 
“ idea, even without assumption of any Direct Assertion, of the use to 
“ which it should be put, and hence the Indicative Power of the mantra 
“ should be regarded to be as authoritative as any Direct Assertion 

“ Says the Bhashya—Na hia vynānasya vyninasya viçösha upalabhyaté 
“ That 1s to say, at the time that the mantra (kadā ca, etc”) 18 mentioned 
“ın the Veda, it is at once recognized as pertaining to Indra, while, on 
< the utterance of the Direct Assertion (‘ Azndrya garhapatyam upatish- 
“ thaté’) it 18 cognized as pertaming to the Garhapatya, and we do not 
“ perceive any difference in the authoritative character of these two, when 
“they have once been accomphshed As a matter of fact, even Direct 
“ Assertion cannot point out the use to which a mantra is to be put, until 
“€ the form of the mantra has been fully recognized, consequently it 18 
“always necessary to ascertain, beforehand, the form of the mantra, and 
“ at the time that the mantra ın question 18 ascertained, there at once arises 
“€ the idea that ıt ıs to be employed in the hymmng of Indra, and this 
““ idea, can never be set aside 

“€ Olvection’ ‘nanu lingasya bhangurasyarva vüpam saxmıcıkstsak” That 
“ is to say, while we perceive the Direct Assertion (aindry@, ete ) there 1s no 
“ possibility of the mference of another (m corroboration of Indicative 
“ Power), and this 1s what constitutes the transient character of Indica- 
“tive Power, and what is meant by its being savicekitsa is the fact of 
“ its being delayed m its operations For these two reasons (of transvence 
“and delay an operations), no. self-sufficient anthority can belong to Indica- 
“tive Power’ 

“The reply to this objection 1s based upon the fact of the bringing 
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“about of conviction bemg equally present (in the case of Indicative 
“€ Power ), as also upon the notion that by ‘ savzcekitsa’ the objector means 
“ the presence of Doubt, mistake or uncertamty The reply is—lİt 18 not 
“as you say, as a matter of fact, we do not compare Direct Assertion with 
“ that Indicative Power which rs doubtful in rts effects That is to say, if it 
“ is doubtful whether the mantra ın question is Awndri or not, the Power 
* indicating this fact 1s no authority, even without the contradiction of a 
“ Direct Declaration , and hence our enquiry of comparative strength and 
“ weakness does not concern such doubtful Indicative Powers That Indi- 
“ catıve Power, however, which brings about a certain conviction, that the 
“mantra belongs to such and such a Derty, is equal to Direct Declaration 
“ın its authority,—and as such must be taken as laying down an optional 
‘ alternative 

“ Objeciron “nam nawa kadücət, etc” Thatis to say, as shown before, 
“ the Indicative Power is never without delay in its operations 

€ The reply, based upon the idea that the objector has admitted the 
“ fact of Indicative Power being savicrketsa (taking this in the sense of 
“ doubtful), 18 that oz that case (af ib were never free from doubt) there 
“ could be no such authoritative means of knowledge as Indicatie Power 

“The Siddhant: retorts ‘If the mere fact of berag delayed an its 
“ operations were to so much disturb the nature of Indicative Power as to 
“ make 1b relinquish all authority, then, let ıt be devord of all authority, 
“as there certainly ıs a doubt wm connection with objects pointed out by 
“ Indicative Power ’ 

“€ Now, how 1s it that you have given up the declaring of Indicative 
“ Power being delayed tn tts operations, and yet come to speak of it as 
“ doubtful? How, too, is it that at the same time, you speak of the object 
“ being cognized by Indicatwe Power, as an established fact ° 

““ This does not affect our position,’ says the Siddhani:, as the 
““ declaration of the fact of the object being cognized by Indicatiwe Pouer is 
“(with reference to the case wherein there 1s no contradiction (of the 
“ more authoritative means of knowledge), whereas the declaration of its 
“ doubtful character refers to that case wherem there 1s such a contradic- 
“ non Thats to say, the Power of indicating the use of a mantra that 1s 
“ percerved ın a case of non-contradiction, does not remain intact ın all 
“gases, andın many cases, it remains doubtful In one place, the use thus 
“ pointed out is accepted, ın the absence of contradiction, and the ques- 
“tion 18 whether it continues the same, in a case of contradiction, or it 18 
“set aside by some cause? Or ss əf that Indicative Power rs wholly 
““ devoid of all authoraty ? The doubt remains only so long as we do not 
“ come across a Direct Declaration, as soon a8 we have got one, there 
‘remains no cause for the assumption of any othe: Direct Declaration 
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“ (ın corroboration of the Indicative Power), and so the Indicative Power 
“ (to the contrary) loses all its significance In Indicative Power, all that 
“is perceptible is mere capability, but this is not enough to point ont 
“ the use of the manira, and that which 1s not clearly expressed can have 
“ no authority in the matter of Actions,—e g even though they have the 
“power, yet the Brahmana and the Kshattriya do not perform the Faya 
“stoma saciifice For these reasons, you must admit that Indicative 
“ Power ıs not a means of pointing out the use of mantras’ 

€ The reply given to the above is ın neglect of the fact of the declara 
“tion of the Seddhaint: with regard to the non-authortative character of 
‘‘Indicative Power being in reference to the case of contradiction,—and 
“ ın fear of the declaration being one of its universal absolute non authon 
“tative character , and hence ib is shown in what way the authoritative 
“ character of Indicative Power can be established , when a certain fact as 
€ mentioned in piommety to a certain thing ın the context, the former us 
€ beleeved to be anstrumental ın the accomplishment of the latter, and then 
“there arises the question as to how tt helps in rts fulfilment, and the 
“ answer to this question ws setiled by the capability of that thing This is 
“what has been explained under the Söiras II—1—31 and I—1—40 

“ Or, the sense of the vfuiesaid declaration of the Szddhdnt. may be 
“this ‘In the case of contiadiction, the non authoritativeness of Indica 
“tive Power would be easily e tu lished ,—consequently at the outset we 
“ have shown the non authu ititive character of Indicatave Power, in- 
“dependently by itself ‘This bemg done, we shall make our opponent 
“himself establish the fact of its authoritative character bemg based 
“ upon the inference of a corroborative Direct Assertion And this done, 
“ he would be easily vanquished by us” 

€ And m reply to this it has been declared that there ıs distinct 
“ authoritativeness, and hence the two are equal in authority ,—and no 
“ attention has been paid to the declaration of the condition of the 
€ presence of contradiction 

€ Even granting, for the sake of argument, that there 1s difference in 
“the authoritativeness of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, there 
“ can be no setting aside of the one by the other, simply because there 1s no 
€ eontradiction between the two For ınstance, the help accorded by the 
“ Prayñjas being, both by Direct Declaration and Indirect Implication, 
“ pointed out as helping both the Primary sacrifice and 1ts modificatıons, 
«there is no coutradiction—specially as ıt is only desirable that, even 
“€ when that which 1s mentioned once is performed over and over again, 
“there should be a repetition of the subsidiaries, in accordance with the 
“ Primary 

“ Obpechon ‘Inasmuch as the word Indra can apply to the 
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€ Garhapatya only indirectly, and the literal sigmfication of the word 
‘ Indra applies directly to Indra, there 1s a contradiction of the sign:- 
‘ fication of the word as a whole (if the word Indra 1s taken as signifying 
“the Gdrhapatya fire) ” 

€ Reply Not so, because the seeming contradiction can be very 
“ easily explained away, with reference to different uses (of the mantra 
“ın question) Its only if the mantra were pointed out as to be used in 
“two different ways, at one and the same time,—that there would 
“ have been a contradiction, because of the impossibility and possibihty 
“ of usage being ın that case simultaneous When, however, the uses are 
“ different, at the time that the word ‘ Indra’ would be taken as denoting 
“the Garhapatya fire, ıts denotation could be taken as based either 
“ upon the property (of fire) of being an auxihary of the sacrifice, 
“or upon the presence (in the fire) of the glory, which 1s denoted by the 
‘root ‘inda’ (in the word ‘ Indra’) , while at the time of the same word 
“being taken as denoting the deity Indra, it would be used in its own 
“ direct signification And certaimly, there can be no contradiction ım- 
“ volved ın this 

“€ For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that there can be no 
“ rejection (of Indicative Power by Direct Assertion) ” 


SIDDHANTA (B) 


Direct Declaration ıs stronger than Indicative Power, because 
that the mantra (Aindri) belongs to the Garhapatya ıs mentioned directly 
by the word (ın “ dindry& garhupatyamupatishthaté’), whereas the fact of 
its belonging to Indra ıs only znferred fiom the Power (of the word 
‘Indra’ in the mantra), and 1s not mentioned directly by any woids 

That 1s to say, the fact of the mantra belonging to Indra, that has 
been held to be inferred from Power or from Context, ıs untouched by 
any direct functioning of the word , and as such it can have no authority 
bearing upon such cases (as the performance of sacrifices and other 
matters of a transcendental character, vide Sittra 1—mn-—1) 

The opponent thinks that the Szddhant: has declared the universal or 
absolute non-authoritativeness of Indicative Power, and thence 1ts rejection 
ış due, not to contradiction, but to its mherent non-authomtativeness , and 
with this ın view he argues as follows “ If what you say s correct, then even 
“an a case where there 1s no contradictory Direct Declaration, there can be no 
“ cognition of anything obtained from Indicative Power, and hence this latter 
“ would have no authority even an such cases of non contradiction” 

In reply to this, the Sıddhäāntı proceeds to establish the authoritative- 
ness of Indicative Power in the way that ıt has been done by the oppon- 
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ent himself, in course of the above Pirvapaksha Thatis to say, this much 
ıs clear from the Context, that the mantra should help ın the sacrifice m 
the way ın which it is capable of doing so, and as a matter of fact, apart 
from the denotation of its meanmg, there ıs no other way m which it 
could be able to help, and hence the said capabshiy comes to point to 
the use to which the mantra 1s to be put 

The opponent thinks that the Szddhant: has admitted his own stand- 
point, and as such he could not escape from its necessary consequence, in 
the shape of an admission of the Pérvapaksha view, encouraged by this 
prospect, he retorts “If the Capability ıs bused upon Direct Declaration, 
€ then, un that case, 1t could not be rejected by another Declarateon That 18 
“to say, ıt must be admitted that if what 1s pointed ont by Indicative 
“€ Power ıs not supported by the authority of the words (of the Veda) 
€ then it can have no authority, but if it has the authority of the words, 
“then ıt 18 equal in authority to any Direct Declaration ” 

Both of these contingencies are met by the Seddhant:, by the words 
nap. etc That is to say, the Direct Declaration inferred by the Indica- 
tive Power can have an existence only ın case the Indicative Power is not 
contradicted by Direct Declaration already in existence, and it can never 
appear when there 1s such a contradiction , consequently in a case where 
the use of a mantra 1s not laid down by a Direct Declaration,—all that 
may be assumed or inferred for the pointing out of its use 1s sealed with 
the authority of the apparent Inconsistency of something mentioned ın the 
Veda, and as such, 1s as Vedic as anything else On the other hand, ma 
case where the use of a mantra 1s distinctly laid down by a Direct 
Declaration,—eg m the case in question where the Adri mantra 18 
clearly laid down as to be used in the hymning of the Garhapatya,—the 
pur pose of the mention of the mantra, as well as 1ts result ın the shape of 
the help accorded to the performance of the Action, havmg been already 
duly cognized, the Veda cannot bear the assumption of anything else —ın 
the shape of the assertion that the Mantra should be used, an the hymmng 
of Indra It ıs for this reason that Indicative Power 1s weaker than 
Direct Declaration 

Then agam, 1t has already been shown above that all option is 
unwarrantable, specially as the optional existence and non-existence of 
the same thing ın the same place is scarcely tenable Thus then, in the 
case ın question, the Direct Declaration mdependently lays down the fact 
of the mantra beng employed ın the hymnung of the Garhapatya, while 
the Indicative Power, by itself, lays down that of its being used ın the 
hymning of Indra And the acceptance of any one of these would mean 
the neglecting of that which 1s laid down by the other, and in view of 
the latter Injunction tins acceptance would mean the doing of something 
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not enjomed , specially as the neglect of the latter too is nowhere laid 
down, and all this would mvolve the seectvon of the enjowned and the 
assumption of the non-engorned, and both of these would be equally 
undesirable Then agaim, there would be the rejection of a fact that ig welt 
known That ıs to say, it is a well known fact that that which 18 enjoined 
should be cairied into action, and that whx h is not enjomed should not 
be so carried, and the above procedure would be directly contradictory 
to both of these For these reasons, we cannot admit of an option 

With a view to set aside the seeming contradiction, it has been 
suggested that both should be followed conjoutly But m reply to this 
we declare that there actually əs a contradiction , because Direct Declara 
tion, in the case m question, has fulfilled all the requirements of the 
Mantra and the (ontext, and as for the Indicative Power, its object 13 
distinctly deficient in certain elements , and it 1s certamly contradicted 
(by the aforesaid Direct Declar ition, which does not leave any deficiency 
mn the object m question) 

That ıs to say, ın the case ın question, there is a single Mantra and a 
single Contest, and that which is mentioned once can be ot one form only 
And at the time that its use is pointed out by Direct Declaration, only two 
contingencies are possible—thai the manira and the subject matter of the 
Context should have all their needs fully supphed, or not If then, then 
needs are not supplied, then the use pointed out remains unaccomplished , 
because ıt is not proper that that which is actually brought into use 
should have any needs unsupplied If, on the other hand, they have ther 
needs supplied, then there can be no chance for the use pomted out by 
Indicative Power, and such use depends upon the presence of certain 
otherwise unfulfilled requirements Lastly, if we were to admit both 
simultaneously, then that would involve a self contradiction, m that there 
would be, and at the same time not be, certain requirements unfulfilled 

If, even in the face of all this, both Means were equally authoritative, 
then, masmuch as there would be no difference m them, ıt could not be 
asce: tained which one of them 1s foremost in supplying the requirements 
in question , and consequently these requirements being fulfilled by both 
simultaneously, the mantra would come to be taken as serving both 
purposes As a matter of fact, however, there 1s a vast difference 
ın the character of the two Means of knowledge im question,—in 
that Direct Declaration is very much quicker in its operation Conse- 
quently when once the mantra has had its use pomted out by Direct 
Declaration, there 1s no room for the functioning of Indicative Power 
And thus the superior authority of Direct Declaration becomes estab- 
lished 

Though the sūtra has spoken of the ‘weukness of the following,’ yet 
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the Bhashya speaks of the “ strength of the preceding,” which is imphed 
ın what the sūtra has said, and by this the Bhashy« has shown that much 
significance cannot be attached to the actual words of the sūtra 

Of the conflict between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power 
we have yet another example ın the following In connection with the 
Jyolishtoma, we have certain ‘ Directions, mentioned in the Hautra section , 
and these are enjoined as belonging to (to be addressed by) the Maitra- 
varuna, by Syntactical Connection, in the sentence ‘Tasman mantra- 
varu nah preshyatt cinucthét,’ But among these ‘ Directions’ we meet 
with one, ın the form “P? açüstarya?a”, and the Indicative Power of this 
sentence distinctly points to the fact of Maitravaruna being the priest to 
whom this ‘Dnection’ is addressed Now then, 1f Syntactical Connection 
had the greater authority, then, ın the case of the latter ‘ Direction’ also, 
Maitraévaruna would be the priest who would address it, and as the 
addressing of a Direction to one’s own self would be impossible, the ‘sacri- 
ficmg’ (spoken of in “ Praçdsiaryaşa”) would have to be done by the Hotr 
priest Whereas if Indicative Power were possessed of the superior 
authority, then, the ‘Direction’ in question would have to be used in 
dnecting the Maitravaruna priest, and as he could not be directed by 
himself, ıt would have to be done by another person, and this Director is 
known in the manner shown under the Sutra ‘Tésha@m yato uzçeshah 
syat’ By the common Name (of ‘ Hautra’) ıt 18, ın the first 
instance, indicated that the mantra in question belonged to the Moir 
priest, but this is set aside by Syntactical Connection, and when this 
Syntactical Connection 1s, m its turn, set aside by the said Indicative 
Power, then ıt 1s the aforesaid Name itself that reverts to its work and 
points to the Hotr priest as the person who should address the Direction 
m question, and as for the Maitrdvaruna priest, he ıs recognized as the 
person carrying out the Dn ection addressed 

hough the sentence ‘Tusmin maztrivarunak, etc” occurs in the 
Bı Ghmana (and as such 1s capable of the authority of Direct Declaration); 
yet, masmuch as ıt merely consists of a conglomeration of words, it has 
not the character of Direct Declaration, and as such, it is set aside by 
the Indicative Power, which has its corroboratıve Direct Declaration in 
close proximity to ıt If the Maitravaruna pmest were to address the 
Direction, then, in that case, the word “ Praçastah” (ın ‘ Pragastaryaja’) 
would be wholly meaningless with regard to the Hofr priest 

Objectzon “In case the Maitravaruna priest were the person direc- 
“ ted, the words ‘ Hota yakshat etc” would become devoid of any meaning 
“ Nor can it be held that these words would have their secondary signifi- 
“cations Because such could be the case with the word ‘ P açāstak’ also 
€ And further, ın fact, ıt would be far more reasonable to take this latter 
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“ word in its secondary signification, on account of the fact of its being 
“ the last to come, and as such most susceptible of the effects of contradic 
“tion, (by the word “ hofr’ that has gone before ıt) ‘This could not be 
“said of the word “ Hotr,’ which 1s the first to be uttered, and as such, 
“ not susceptible to the contradiction (of the word ‘ pragistah’ which has 
‘not yet appeared on the scene) Consequently the mstance that you 
€ have cited 1s one of conflict between two Indicative Powers, and not 
“ between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power ” 

To the above we make the following reply It ıs necessary to t 
one of the two words ın question ın its secondary signification , because of 
the one bemg contradictory to the other But the application of the word 
‘Pragdstah’ to the Hotr priest would be absolutely without foundation , 
while that of the word ‘ Hoir’ to the Matirdvuruna priest would be based 
upon the fact of this latter priest performing the duties of the Hoér 
priest, specially as all words expressive of the principal priest (the 


‘Hotr’ fı) ae often found to be applied to his subordinates (tke 
Mastravaruna fı), while the reverse 18 neve: found to be the case 


Consequently on account of the words of the mantra (‘ Prapastaryaşa”) 
having the Powe: of indicating the Matra@varuna priest, it would be 
addressed in directing him Nor does the sentence (‘Tasman masir 
varunah, etc’) become wholly meaningless, as it would have tts use mn 
regard to the other ‘ Directions’ , and hence this sentence would certainlv be 
rejected ın reference to the one ‘ Direction ’ nm question (‘ Ps açöstaryaşa”) 

Against the example ‘ Syonanté sadanam krnomz’ the followimg objec 
tion is urged “Inasmuch as the two sentences (‘syonanté kalpayüma” 
“and ‘tasmen sida’) have been shown, before, to be distinct, the two 
“togethe: could not be pointed out by Syntactical Connection as to be 
“ nsed conjomtly That ıs to say, even though the two conjointly fulfil 
‘fone condition of beng syntactically connected (1e forming a single 
“ sentence)- namely that when separated, each of them remains wanting 
“in an integral factor,—yet, on account of each of them serving a distnct 
“purpose (and thus not fulfillıng the first condition of Syntactical 
“Connection—viz artharkatva, singleness of purpose), they are two 
distinct sentences, as has been shown before, consequently, there can be 
“€ no question as to the two conjointly, as a whole, being used im connection 
“either with the abhighärana of sadana, or with the Deposiling of the 
“€ Oake, ether singly or conjointly ” 

To the above, some people make the following reply The discussion 
1s not with regard to the complete sentence as one composite whole but 
with regard to each of 1ts parts 

Or, ıt may be said ım reply that two sentences are generally taken as 
forming a single sentence, only when each of them 1s found to be wanting 
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ın some integral factor Aad ıt has been already shown, on account of 
the well-established fact of Indicative Power being stionger (than Syntac- 
tical Connection), that the two sentences ın questior are wholly distinct 

That ıs to say, ıt was the fact of the sentence ‘tasminu sida’ 
being wanting m an integral factor, that was made the basis of the 
declaration of the two as forming a single sentence, and certamly this 18 
the principal basis (of connecting two sentences syntactically), as on 
that giound, we can assome, whenever we like, the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified, and thereby assuming the two to have a 
single purpose, they can be taken as syntactically connected For 
instance, ın the case in question, taking the former part with the latter, 
we have them conjointly denoting—‘The comfortable seat that I am 
preparing for thee by means of the flowing of butter,—on the seat pre- 
pared by this process thou shouldst sit dovn, —thus the two together 
having the single purpose of depositing the cake by a cartaun process, or 
they may mean— "1 am performing the preparation of the seat by means 
of the butte: flow, fo: the purpose of your sıttıng ”—the two together, 
in this case, having the single purpose of «ndicating the preparing of the 
seat with a particular result, m this way, the two together could be taken 
as syntactically connected, and formmg a single sentence 

The aforesaid declarition,—that, on account of the difference ın 
their purpose, they are distinct sentences,—was based upon the fact of 
the Indicative Power (of the two sentences) bemg more authoritative 
(than Syniactıcal Connection),—a fact that has been established on the 
present occasion In case Indicative Power is the stronger of the two, we 
reject the possibility of the two forming a smgle sentence on the chance 
of the one qualifiymg the other, and we accept each of them to be self- 
sufficient, as shown by Indicative Power, and thus giving up all idea of 
the one serving as the qualification of the other, we find that each of 
them has a distinct purpose of its own, and as such they cannot be 
taken as distinct sentences Thus then, the present discussion refers to 
the fact of the two sentences bemg endowed with syntactical character, 
through their applications, and also to the strength or weakness of 
Indicative Power (as compared to Syntactical Connection) Then again, 
the sentence having attained to its position, through our cognition of it 
as such,—there follows the consideration of the presence or absence of 
cognitions to the contrary 

On the question thus stated, we have the followmg 


PURVAPAKSHA (C) 


“€ Both (Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection) are equally 
“authomtative In that case, the action would be performed m such a 
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“ way that at one time the two mantras would be used separately, while 
“ at times the two would be used conjomtly m connection with any one 


“of the two actions, and lastly, at times, with both of them 

€ Question ‘How could the sense of the scripture be so very un 
“ certain P” 

€ Answer When such an uncertamty happens to be distinctly port- 
“ed out by a correct means of knowledge, whit harm does it do us to 
“admit such an uncertainty? And there can be no doubt that the 
‘existence of such uncertainty is quite admissible ın view of the equally 
“ authoritative character of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection 

€ When however, like Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection 15 
“ cognized as setting aside Indicative Power, on the ground of its bemg a 
““ distinct means of knowledge,—then in that case, the two sentences are 
“ always used conjointly ” 


SIDDHANTA (C) 


As a matter of fact, we find that the mantra beginning from ‘ syonam’ 
and ending with “kalpayümay 13, by its inherent capabelaty, quite capable 
of being used, with all its requirements fulfilled with reference to its own 
independent purpose, and the appearance of its being deficient ın some 
péints is due to the other sentence (‘ tasmın sida’) , (and not to anything 
ın the sentence itself) 

The whole mantra, from the very beginning, is on the look-out for 
some use to which it should be put And as a matter of fact we find that 
the mantra ending with “kalpayümı”? does not stand in need of anything 
outside itself, consequently we conclude that that mantra ends then and 
there, and finding its purpose duly served by that, we conclude that it 1s 
to be used ın connection with the Pouring of Butter over the bedding, and 
hence ıt can, ın no way, be extended so far as the action of the Depositing 
of the Oake Nor do we find any inconsistency or uselessness mn the latter 
mantra (‘iasmin sida’), without the companionship of the former (mantra 
ending with ‘kalpuyam’),—to avoid which inconsistency, the two should 
have been taken together, because that mantra also has its use ım 
connection with the Depositing of the Cake Though the word ‘tat’ (ın 
‘tasmen’) stands m need of a certain antecedent, yet it could be taken as 
referring to the previously-established meaning of the preceaing sentence, 
and there would be no incongruity in such a distinct use of the 
pronoun ‘taf’ For imstance, we have the sentence ‘tapi@ payass 
dadhyanayate,’ which ends with the laying down of the preparation of the 
substance, and then, we have the sentence “sö vargvadévyameksha,’ which 
is taken distinctly by itself, as laying down, independently by itself, the 
reJationship of that substance with the deity (Vigvédéva) 

Thus then, we find that the separate use of the two mantras has 
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ıts corroborative Direct Declaration not very far from it, and conse- 
quently there can be no overlapping of the operations of the one by those 
of the other 

Says the Bhashya—Thus then we find that the manira ‘tasmin sida’ 
has no capability of beig connected with the preparing of the Bedding 
Though this has been already said before yet ıb ıs repeated over and 
over again, with a view to strengthen the conviction And we can 
explain the repetition as serving the purpose of recapıtulatıng the proper 
ties of the sentence ın question, afte: the imposition of other foreign 
properties has been set aside The first time that the declaration in 
question was made was with reference to the existence and non existence 
of authoritative means of cognition, the second time ıt was with refer- 
ence toits caprbility and mcapability , and the last time 1t 1s with reference 
to its serving and not serving visible purposes 

For these reasons, then, ıt must be admitted that Indicative Powe is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection 


ee 


Question “In the phrase ‘conflict between Syntactical Connection 
“and Context,’ what do you mean by ‘Context’? So far you have made 
“use of the term ‘Context’ as a well known entity, though what it 
“is has not yet been explained Consequently it is necessary for yon to 
“explam what it 1s, spectally as it is only when its form and character 
“are known that we could learn whether ıt 1s strong or weak in its 
“ authority 

“In reality, however, there seems to be no difference between Context 
“and Syntactical Connection or Order Firstly, ib is only the proximity 
“of certain words that stand in need of one another, that is called 
“t Syntactical Connection’, and this same proximity is found in Context 
“also Nor is there any authorized limit to the number of words in a Syn- 
“ tactical Connection, as all that constitutes Syntactical Connection is the 
“fact of the words, when separated from one another, being wanting in 
“ certain elements, coupled with the fact of then combining towards the 
“ fulfilment of a single purpose Consequently that which contains a few 
“words so constituted is Syntactical Connection, while that which 
“contains a large number of words thus related ıs Context,—all the 
“smaller sentences ın the Context being pervaded over by intermediate 
“ pniposes, and thereby capable of forming a large combination with the 
“ chef purpose of the main Context This is what will be spoken of later 
“on, in the Bhöshga, ın the sentence—' vakyam ha ekam Darga Purnamdösü- 
“ bhyam sahadharmanam’ Secondly, Order 1s said to consist of proamity , 
“end this proximity 1s a necessary factor m Context also , consequently 
“Context 1s the same as Order ” 
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The Bhashya yephes to the above by showmg—(T) the true form , (IT) 
the signification of the component parts (of the word ‘ Context’), and 
(IIT) the synonyms (of the word) 

(I) To explaı the real form of Context—Context 18 the (a) declaration 
of (b) what ıs to be accomplished, this latter standimg in need of (e) 
the Process (of accomplishment)  (Kartavyasyéteka:tavyatakankshasya 
vacanam prakaranamn) 

(b) By ‘kartavya’ (what ıs to be accomplished) 18 meant either the 
resultant Apirva, or the Bhāva (or Bhavani) which 1s signified by the 
affix, as havıng the character of that which ıs to be enjozned and to be 
performed 

Objection * Inasmuch as the desirable results, Heaven and the hke, 
“are included in the Resultant factor, ıt must be these results that are 
“called “ Kartavya’” 

Reply Not so, because, masmuch as such results appear at a 
different time altogether, they do not form an integral part of the 
Performance, and hence it 1s the Apurva that leads to the subsequent 
accomplishment of those results, that should be regarded as the ‘ Kartavya’ 
Consequently the results could be accomplished only after the Apiirva 
had been brought about, this fact of the Apörva being the motive of the 
action will be explained later on, under the sūtra, ‘ yaynakaima pradhanam 
tuddhn codanübhütam” (IX—1—1) , while the possibility of the Result and 
the Deity being the motive will be brought forward in the süfra “ Phala 
devatayoçca” (IK—1—4-5), simply to be immediately refuted 

(c) By ‘akanksha’ ıs meant the longing or need for the means of 
help—as to how the result 1s to be brought about [The word ‘ ökünkəha” 
=ã + kanksh + ghaül Or the word ‘ttkartavyatakanksha’ may be 
explamed as that which needs the Procedure, 1e the Bhavana or the 
Apūrva , and the ‘ vacana’ 1s of such a Bhavana or Apüroa—the two words 
with the genitive ending being taken as co-extensive 

(a) By “ vacana "—Declaratıon —ıs meant the bringing about of a 
conviction by means of words 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole defimt on comes tobe this Even 
though the Need may be existent, ın the nature of things, yet that alone 
does not constitute the “ Context ” , but 1b is only when it is duly cogmzed 
that ıt comes to be so called, and that too only when it 18 cogmized as 
subservient to that which ıs to be accomplished, and not independently by 
itself Therefore ıt 1s the Need, when clea:ly expressed, that constitutes 
‘Context’, or the Bhaévana along with the Need may be taken as consti 
tuting it 

(Il) What has just been said 1s again reiterated by the Bhashya, 
by explaınıng the significations of the component parts of the word 
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(‘ Prakarana’) The word ‘pra’ means beginning, and ‘karana’ means 
action, hence “ Prakarana” means Prakrıyd, the beginning of action "The 
Bhüshya next explams the particular action the beginning of which 18 
meant Of the aciron of Declaratzon—ie of the action of direct denotation 
That 1s to say, it ıs the beginning of the action of expressing the Bhavana — 
which means the begmning of the operation of the sentence laying down 
the performance of the action The factors of the Result and the 
Instrumental are always expressed by two words, while the denotation of 
the Procedure can be done only by means of several sentences Conse- 
quently, by looking mto all things, we conclude that it is the Procedure 
that constitutes the ‘Context’—by which is meant the beginning of the 
actions of Denotatron and Injunction 

Though the word ‘karana’ is expressive of mere action, yet, when 
used ın connection with a scripture, it is used to denote the action of 
denotation 

(III) The Bhāshya next speaks of the synonyms of ‘Context’ It 
18 the ‘ Beginning of the Injunction’ (‘Vidhyddeh’) As both the words 
“beginning” and “end” are relative terms, the Bhashya proceeds to 
show with respect to what it 1s the ‘beginning’ —JIt zs with reference to 
the end of the Injunction By “ the end of Injunction’ here is meant the 
cognition of the Procedure ın the shape of the method of action The 
Injunction, which has, in its middle, the perception of the various 
subsidiaries, them uses and results, has for its beginning the Procedure , 
and hence the Teachers speak of ıt as ‘ Vidhydde’ (Begining of Injunc- 
tion) 

In this Context, we have recourse to connecting, over again, for the 
sake of another purpose, sentences that have had their purpose served by 
means of the words contained ın them, and this is what distinguishes 
ıb from Syntactical Connection As Syntactical Connection does not 
operate, for the slightest purpose, ın disjomed parts, the purpose 
is served only by connecting them together im a definite relationship 

As for the difference of Context from Order, we shall explain it 
presently 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that Context is a distinct 
means of knowledge 

Question “What as the example of this? Whatever example you 
“will bring forward, I shall show it to fall under Syntactical Connection ” 

The Szddhants cites the case of the Suktavaha,—being fully conscious 
of the fact that the Brühmana and the Mantra, serving the distinct func- 
tions of enjouneng and recalling (something connected wit! the perform- 
ance) respectively, can never be syntactically connected 

In regard to this Suktavaka, there arises this question The 

152 
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Indicative Power having extracted the words expressive of the Deihes 
(from the sentences dealing with the Darga, and connected ıt with the 
Pürnamasa), should the accessories also of these be extracted along with 
them ? Or should the former words be used withont these latter? 
In reply to this, the Context shows that all the accessories should be 
used ın connection with both (the Darga and the Pirnamasa) As for 
Indicative Power, that is common to both , because the Singular and the 
Dual numbers (met with ın the Siktavaka) are present ın both 

Objection “The words expressive of the Deities (of the Pürnamdsa) 
“bemg fully taken up with their own accessories, there can be no room 
“ for any other accessories ” 

Reply True, but that does not remove the conti adiction between 
Syntactical Connection and Context Firstly because by Context it 
would seem that we could make use of the accessories even without the 
Deity , while Syntactical Connection ponts to the use of only such as 
have not been deprived of the Deity, and imasmuch as the latter 1s 
possessed of che superior authority, ab 19 the latte: alternative that is 
accepted in actual usage Secondly, Context shows that it should be used 
several times, whue Syneactical Connection shows that ıt is to be used 
only once, in accordaace with the word expressive of the Deity , and this 
constitutes a conlzadiciior (between Context and Syntactical Connection) 
Thardiy, Syntact.cal Connection is the stronger of the five because its 
corrections are fully established While m the case of Context we 
ou ploy the accessory in eccordauce with its declaration in the scriptures, 
after wo Lave inferred the connection between the subject-matter of the 
Contest and che mentio.z of the Procedure—in the form that “ one should 
perform the ‘aciifice in such and such a way’, and then again, there is 
the assumption of a further relationship (of the Püraamdsa) with such 
words expressıve of the Deities as have not their accessories fully defined 
This coustitu'es a remobuness, in the case of Centext, from the real 
objective in view, and nence the Contert is set aside by the aforesaid 
Sy.atactısal Connection 

Thus then ıt must be admitted e:ther that the extraction of the 
accessories of words expressive of Deities is always necessary, and not 
optional, ur that they should not be used at all 


Question ‘What 18 the example of conflict between Order and Con 
text? The sense of the question is that, there bemg no possibility 
“of an example of the conflict of that Order which consists of the 
“ respective relationship between two sets of things,—while that, which 
“is mentioned eithe: before or after a certain thing, being subject to the 
“ authouity of the Sub-Context consisting of Pioximity,—we are perfectly 
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“ sure of there bemg no example, and hence we do not put forward our 
‘ignorance or doubt (with regard to the example m question)” 

In reply to this, the BAdsAya puts forward an example, with a view 
to the fact that we can easily iefute the fact of the case cited being 
amenable to the authority of aSub Context Theexampleisthis Inthe 
Context of the Rajasiiya, we find laid down, that “ after the Abhush&caniya, 
one should recite the Caunahgépha, ‘he conquers the Kshatirrya,’ “he 
gambles with the Prashthawhi (excellent cow), ‘ he 1s bathed,’ and so forth 
There 1s no doubt, or difference of opinion, as to all these actions being sub- 
sidiaries (to another action) , consequently all that we have got to consider, 
ın connection with these, 1s the exact relationship of these subsidiaries to 
a particular Primary action , the question being—(1) Do these accessories 
belong to the complete RBajastya, or to the Abhishécaniya sacrifice only ? 
(2) Is there an option in this matter ”—the third alternative, that of the 
accessories belonging to both conjoimtly, not being possible in this case 
(as the Abhishécaniya also ıs an accessory of the Rājasūya) And these 
questions can be answered only by ascertaining which of the two, Context 
as Order, ıs possessed of the superior authority 

Objection “Inasmuch as the Abheshécaniya 18 pomted out by the 
Sub-Context, ıt would certamly set aside the larger Context of the 
Raşasüya” 

Reply This does not affect the case ın question, because we could 
have a sub context (of the Abhsyhécuntya) only if the actions ın question 
were mentioned before all the requnemenis of the Abhishécaniya had been 
supplied As 1t 1s however, that has had all its needs supplied, prior to 
the mention of the Gambling, etc, by means of the details mentioned ın 
connection with the Primary sacrifice And even though all these actions 
are mentioned in close proximity to the Abhishécaniya, yet this sacrifice 
steps over them and locks to the Primary sacrifice fo. the supplying of 
its needs, because the usefulness of these actions in question has not 
yet been established And when the Primary sacrifice has supplued 
that sacrifice with prope: aids, the Context of that sacrifice ceases 
then and there, and ıt could be raked up agam only if, without 1t, 
the actions mentioned in close proximity with it were useless But 
that would make it tantamount to Order And as a matter of fact 
while the Abhashécantya, which has had all its needs suppled, rakes up a 
further need,—the directly perceptible Procedure of the Rajastiya 
establishes the use to which the actions are to be put, specially as the 
Procedure of the Rajasiiy,a, extending from the Paviira down to the 
Holding of the kshatira, can very well take in the Gambling, etc Conse- 
quently, ın the case ın question, there can be no Sub Context of the 
Abhishécaniya 
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In the case of that modificatory sacrifice in which, after certain 
accessories of the original Primary sacrifice have been mentioned, there 
are certain accessories of the modificitory sacrifice mentioned either 
before or after the former,—in such cases inasmuch as these latter 
accessories are mentioned in the midst of those that are included in the 
Procedure of that sacrifice, we recognize the fact of their having been 
mentioned ın the Context of that sacrifice There ıs no such thing, 
however, ın the case ın question, consequently we must accept it to be 
a case of the operation of Order 

Says the Bhashya Sanmdhavamndaténa parıpurnēnāpı avakalpéta öka- 
vakyatvam—this with reference to the completing of the meauing of the 
sentence (the sense being that the assumption of Syntactical Connection 1s 
much easier in the case of Context than in that of Order) 

Again, says the Bhashya Anökasyümnüyamadnasya sannidhwigesham- 
nünamdtram hı kramah (Order consists only of the declaration of the 
proximity of the several things that are spoken of ) The sense of this 1s 
that ın the case of Order, the proximity of something 1s a necessary 
concomitant That is to say, that which 1s spoken of as serving the 
purpose of miny things, cannot possibly be in close proximity with all 
the principals concerned , and hence it is only necessary for it to be in 
close proximity with any one of these There is no need of any such 
necessary concomitant in the case of Context Consequently whenever 
Context and Order both start on a common eri and, the Context ıs quicker 
an getting at its corroborative Direct Declaration, and as such it is the 
stronger of the two 

Question “What ıs the example of conflict between Order and 
Name?” This qvestion emanates from one labouring under the mis- 
conception that, “inasmuch as the Name apphes to its object in its hteral 
signification, it 18 as operative in its indication of the relationship as 
Dircet Declaration itself , and as such ıt is very much stronger than 
Order ” 

Answer We find that the name “ Paurodageka’ apples to the whole 
section of the Darça-Püvnamüsa And there we find the mantra ‘ gundha 
dhvam,’ mentioned ın the Position (or Order) of the purification of the 
Sannayya-vessel The Context and Indicative Power indicate that the 
mantra 1s to be used in the purification of the vessels connected with the 
Das ça-pürnamdsa ın general, and then there arıses the question as to the 
particular vessel that 1s to be purified, the question bemg— Is the 
mantra to be employed in the purification of the Purodaga vessel, a8 
indicited by the Name ‘ Paurodagika,’ or, in that of the Sünmüyya-vesəel 
as indicated by Oider?” 

Aud on this question, the Pérvupaksha 1s that-—‘‘Inasmuch as 
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“the Order has been often found to be set aside, and as ıt does not 
“ express any relationship,—it must be taken to be rejected by the Name, 
‘‘ which has never been found to have been set aside, and which indicates 
“ a distinct relationship ” 

In reply to this, we have the following Siddhanta İt is the Name 
that is set aside, on account of ıts bemg further removed from its 
objective That ıs to say, in Order we find a common element, ın the 
shape of position, which belongs wholly to the Veda,—while in the case 
of Name, the common element has got to be assumed, and hence 18 
remoter 

Question “What do you mean by the ‘remoteness’ from the objective ? 
“That 18 to say, no such is possible in the case of Name, which denotes 
“ that factor of the relationship which has the idea of that relationship 
“ included within itself ” 

Answer The Syntactical Connection with something having been 
cogmzed by means of Context, that which happens io be mentioned in progi- 
mity to tt leads to the assumption of a requirement und to that of Syntactical 
Connection,—a case vrherem we have the use pointed ont by Order, not 
contradictory to Context, but contiary only to the Name 

Objection ‘* How 18 it that m the case you speak of, the Context 
“ıs not contradicted,when we find this latte: pomting to the fact of the 
“mantra pertaining to all the vessels, and yet, on the strength of Order, 
“ we take ıt as pertamıng only to the Sdnnayya vessel ?” 

Reply “This does not affect the situation , because if the use pomted 
out by Order, and accepted by us, pertamed to something not meluded in 
the Context, then alone could there have been a contradiction of this 
latter As a matter of fact, however, we find that all that the Context 
indicates 1s that the mantra pertains to the cleanıng of any one of the 
vessels used at the Darga-piirnamdsa sacrifice , and hence when we come to 
consider the question as to which particular vessel it pertains to, we find 
the Order alone operating (towards the pornting out of the Sönnayya 
vessel), and this involves no contradiction of the previously-operating 
Context 

Objection “Inasmuch as the Context indicates the fact of the mantra 
“applying to all the vessels, the disjoming of the mantra from a sıngle 
“ one of them would certaimly involve a contradiction of the Context (to 
“say nothing of the case when you disjom it from all of them with the 
“single exception of the Sünmöyyü vessel) ” 

keply Asa matter of fact, the Context does not necessarıly mdicate 
the fact of the mantra applying to all the vessels, because the mantra 
has its requirements fulfilled by bemg related to a single one of the 
vessels , and as for the other vessels spoken of ın the Context, they could 
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have their purposes equally served by other mantras In the case m 
question, what 1s accomplished, prior to the operation of the Order, 1s the 
Direct Declaration, laying down the use of the mantra, m general terms 
And while a distinct Direct Declaration would be assumed with regard to 
each of the vessels, the aforesaid Order also will have assumed its own 
corroborative Direct Declaration, and this would swallow up the Direct 
Declaration indicated by the Context 

On the othe: hand, the Name operating ın a way reverse to the Order, 
18 contradicted by ıt, and being remote fiom its objective is weaker m 
authority Then agam, as a matter of fact all relationship is brought 
about by a certain inte:mediate commonality, and between the mantra 
in question and the Puroddga, we do not find any such commonality, 
shown by the Veda, as there 1s that of position between the manira and 
the Sünnüyya 

The Name ts a word of ordinary parlance Though this view has been 
set aside in the Adhzkarana on the Bhakshanuvaka, yet ıb is brought forth 
here only with a view to show that the Name 1s very much removed from 
the relationship declared by the Veda 

The opponent believes the above to be an utter annihilation of the 
Name fiom its very root,—exactly lke the refutation of Indicative 
Power, and declares thus “fet be so, then, Von such cases as the one 
“ under consideration, we might accept the use as shows by Order, but the 
“ Order cannot be believed to be stronger (than Name), on the ground of the 
“ fact of the Name beg very remote from sts objective, as what we are 
“comparing are two authoritative means of knowledge, while in the way 
“ shown above, Name entirely ceases to be such a means, etc, eto |” 

The Szddhanie brings forth the same reply that had been given 
previously, ın connection with the Bhaksh@nnvaka Not so, ete That is 
to say, 1f the relationship of the Accessory and the Primary were based 
upon the cognitions of man, then alone could Name cease to be an autho- 
rıtatıve means of knowledge, as a matter of fact, we hold that relation 
ship to be wholly Vedic 

The sense of this ıs that it 1s the Namə “ Paurodüçika?” which, not 
being found in the mantra or ın the Brdhmana, 1s not Vedic, but this 
cannot be said of the relationship, under consideration, of the Accessory 
and the Primary, this relationship 1s quite authoritative , because even 
though the word (‘Paurodagika’) is not Vedic, yet the relationship that 
it denotes ıs eternal, and it has for its basis an actual Smrti: teat Then 
again, that the word “ Paurodçika ’ denotes the relationship is not some- 
thing transcending the senses , as it 18 as directly perceptible, as the tree f1, 
to persons making use of the word, and it 1s quite possible that each man 
might be using the word, after having heard 1t used by some other person 
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This is what is shown by the Bhashya ın the sentence—man 93 a com- 
petent authority on such pornts, as that ‘ the mantra 18 mentioned in the position 
or order of the sünnüyyay ‘at occurs an such and such a Content,’ ‘there is 
such and such a Syntactical Connection,’ ‘ this word 18 Vedic? and so forth 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, we find that, ın all cases the action of 
one man depends upon what he has seen ın other men, and then we do 
not find the Veda making any such declarations as that, ‘this subject 18 
mentioned in the same place with that subject,’ ‘this occurs in such a 
Context, ‘these woids are nea: one another ” or ‘that they are related 
to one another,’ ete It1is only when men are repeating the Veda, that we 
come to notice these things Those men again must have noticed them 
while some other man had been repeating them, and so on and on, such 
aoticing would be eternal, and, not being like the case of the blind fol- 
lowing the blind, it would be authorititive also Otherwise, from the 
view of the Veda alone, the Context or the Non-Context would be both 
equally devoid of authority Then, masmuch as the above facts are 
noticed by many men, there can be no suspicion of ther being faulty on 
account of certain discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of any one man 

Thus then, ıt ıs clear that due authorıty attaches to the Name, as a 
means of knowledge, but though it 1s so in certain places, yet it is set 
aside whenever ıt 18 found to be more removed from rts objective (than 
some other means of knowledge) And this setting aside of it we have 
explaıned above ın the course of the explanation of the sūtra 

Thus then, among Direct Declaration and the rest, as put forth in 
the Bhashya, Direct Declaration always sets aside others, while Name 1s 
always set aside by others, and the others set aside by, and are set aside 
by others 


əlinə. 


The Bhashya, next proceeds to show, through an objection, the form 
of that which 1s set aside 

Question “In a case of conflict between any two of these, when ıt 
“€ is said that one 1s set aside by the othe:1,—eg the Indicative Power by 
“Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection by Indicative Power, etc, 
“€ etc —that which 1s set aside, is it one that has been duly accomplished, 
“or not? If it has not been accomplished, then, there 1s no ‘collision’ 
“ or ‘conflict’, and then, what would be there that could be set aside? 
“Tf, for the sake of the ‘collision,’ it be held that what is set aside 1s 
“that which is accomplished,—then, masmuch as the objective of both 
“wll have been equally accomplished, they would be equally authori- 
“tative, and as such there could be no validity ın the Reechion under 
“ consideration ” 


The reply to this, as given by the Bhashya, ıs as follows That 
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which w pomted out being found to be amenable to the Means rejecting 
(as well as to that rejected), on account of the cause (of giving rise to 
cognitions) being common to both,—the cognition brought about by the 
latter ıs declared to be ‘false,’ by the rejecting means which is possessed 
of greater authority That ıs to say, we find that the cognitions of the 
mirage, etc though appearing in a fully accomplished form, are rejected 
by being subsequently shown to be false, and being disjoined from such 
results, as acceptance, rejection and the like, they come to be known as 
“rejected” or “set aside” İn the same manner, the cognition produced 
by the Indicative Power, though appearing in an accomplished form, is 
separated, by the contrary cognition produced by Direct Declaration, from 
the result ın the shape of performance, and ıs set aside 

But this explanation ıs scarcely tenable Because, ın the first place, 
inasmuch as the way ın which one sets aside the other has been already 
shown above, the question itself 1s not possible (to the pomt), and 
secondly, when, as a matter of fact, 1t has been actually found that what 
is set aside ıs not fully accomplished,—the answer, that the setting aside 
18 of that which has been accomplished, is scarcely the proper one 

That ıs to say, a question can be nightly put only with regard to that 
which has not been already explained As for the Indicative Power, etc 
ıt has already been explained that they are set aside, by reason of their 
not bringing about the assumption of the corroborative Direct Declaration 
on account of their remoteness from their objective, consequently no 
question can be rightly put as to the way ın which these are set aside 
If, however, such a question be put (however unreasonably), then, the 
answer that 1s given should not be one that 1s incompatible with the 
Siddhanta view m general And in the case m question we find that, 
masmuch as Indicative Power, etc have been shown to be set aside on 
account of their not succeeding in bringing about the assumption of the 
corroborative Direct Declarations (and thus not attaining then fully- 
equipped forms),—the setting aside is clearly of something that has not 
been accomplished And this conclusion, once arrived at, would be set 
aside, without reason, by propounding, in answer to the above question, 
that Indicative Power, etc are set aside in their accomplished forms 

It has been declared that the matter in question 1s amenable to both, 
because of the eastence of the common cause But as a matter of fact, 
Indicative Power and the rest do not, by themselves, possess the direct’ 
capabılıty of bringing about a correct cognition, nor is this capability 
possible when there does not exist a Direct Declaration giving rise to that 
cognition, consequently, it is only through the assumption of the corrobo- 
1ative Duect Declaration, that Indicative Power, etc can be said to be 
folly accomplished and operative (towards the bringing about of the 
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correct cognition), consequently when the inferred Direct Declaration has 
been brought about, there can be no difference between such a Direct 
Declaration and one that is duectly perceptible, and hence both (Indica- 
tive Powe: and Direct Declaration) would come to be equally authori- 
tative 

Or again, if the 1e7ectron of Indicative Power, etc be meant to be in 
the form of declaring the falsity of the cognitions brought about by them, 
—as this could be possible only when there would be a contradiction,—the 
process of rejection would be quite the reverse of what has actually been 
shown to be the case For instance, as a matter of fact, the previous 
cognition (due to Direct Declaration fi) is brought about without having 
set aside the subsequent one (due to Indicative Power, etc) for the 
simple reason that this latte. has not yet appeared, while the latter 
cognition 1s never fully brought about without settmg aside the former 
cognition to the contrary 

That 1s to say, Direct Declaration being quicker in its operation, 18 
the foremost to function towards the bringing about of a cognition, and 
ıb is after this that Indicative Power and the rest begin to operate 
Consequently, if, for the sake of establishing the fact of the Rejection mn 
question being that of something fully accomplished,—the Indicative 
Power, though operating subsequently, were to lead to the inference of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration,»then, masmuch as this latter 
Declaration could not obtam a footing, without having set aside the 
previous contrary Direct Declaration bearing upon the same subject, the 
inferred Declaration would, in the very act of appearing, reject the 
cognition brought about by the previous Declaration as bemg false,—just 
like the cognition of the mirage and the like 

For these reasons, the portion of the Bhashya under consideration 
cannot be explamed, in a way compatible with what has been previously 
established, with regard to Direct Declaration and the rest 


Even though the passages under consideration, appearing in the 
Bhiashya at the conclusion of the Adhikarana, would appear to be referring 
to the subject matter of the Adhikarana,—yet we proceed to explam them 
by taking them apart from the place m which they are actually found, as 
is indicated by their inherent capability, just as ıs the case with the 
mantras to be addressed to Püshan (which are used ın a place other than 
that m which they are mentioned in the Veda) 

Inasmuch as the way ın which one Means of knowledge sets aside the 
other has already been explained above, the sentence ‘atha yattatra eto” 
cannot posstbly refer to the Rejection by Direct Declaration, etc In fact 

153 
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the matter of Rejection must have biought to the mind of the Author all 
the different kinds of Rejection that me met with ın the course of a 
treatment of the scriptures And the idea present ın the mind of the 
questioner, putting the question as formulated in the Bhashya, is that the 
character of these Rejections ıs not exactly similar to that which we have 
been dealing with in connection with Direct Declaration, etc , and yet ıt 
1s necessary that the method of all Rejections should be alike, and hence 
the question comes to be this —Is the method of those Rejections like that 
which has been shown to belong to the Rejections ın connection with 
Direct Declaration, or the methods of these latter are lıke that of those 
others? Then, masmuch as the method of the Rejections in connection 
with Direct Declaration, etc has just been explained, there would be no 
use in bringing forward a question with regard to them, consequently 
the question ‘atha yattaira tatia, etc’ must be taken as referring to the 
Rejections other than those pertamımg to Direct Declaration, ete 

As examples of such other Rejections, we have the following —(1) 
That of Inference by Sense-perception, (2) that of the cogmition of the 
mirage, and such other cognitions as are given rise to by mere semblances 
of the six means of knowledge, by those brought about by the real 
means of knowledge, (3) that of the Smri by the Crutr, (4) that 
of the Smrizs emanating from untrustworthy and disreputable sources, by 
those proceeding from trustworthy and otherwise good sources, (5) that 
of the Smrti: serving a visible purpose by that which serves a transcen 
dental purpose, (6) that of the Smriz origmating from Indicative Power 
or Valedictory Passages by that based directly on the Grut:, (7) that of 
usage by the Smriz, (8) that of one usage by another of more learned 
people, (9) that of the Doubtful by the Certam, (10) that of the weak 
by the strong, (11) that of what occurs m the Conclusion by what occurs 
in the beginning, (12) that of that which serves an absolutely transcen- 
dental purpose by that which serves a transcendental purpose by mere 
restriction, (13) that of the remote auxihary by one that is more closely 
related, (14) that of the Imyuneton of several things by the Injunction of 
one thing, (15) that of that which is expressed by many words by that 
which ıs expressed by one word, (16) that of that which involves the 
rejection of many things by that which involves that of fewer things, (17) 
that of what 1s laid down ın another Veda by that which is enjoined in 
the same Veda, (18) that what ıs enjoined m a different Rescensional 
text by that laid down in the same Text, (19) that of the necessary by 
the occasional, (20) that of the necessary and occasional actions meant 
to serve a, purpose useful to the sacrifice, by those meant to serve the 
desirable end of man, (21) that of that which 1s mentioned apart by itself, 
by that which occurs in the same context, (22) that of the precedmg 
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by the following, when the two are contradictory , (23) that of that which 
pertains to the Original saerifice by that which pertains to the modifica- 
tion (an the performance of the latter) , (24) that of that which 18 based 
upon a supposed sentence recapitulating the Actions with its accessories, 
by that which 1s based upon the Injunctave sentence, (25) that of the 
useless by the useful, (26) that of the Brahmana-order by the Mantra- 
order, (27) that of that which is based upon the Deity by that which 1s 
based upon the Substance, ( 28) that of that which is mentioned 
subsequently by that which has been previously mentioned, (29) that of 
the small by the great, (30) that of the secondary by the primary, 
(31) that of that which 1s laid down in general terms by that which 
18 specifically enjomed, (32) that of that which has other uses by that 
which is otherwise useless, (83) that of the Subsidiary by the Primary, 
and (34) that of the properties of the Subsidiary by those of the Primary 

And with regard to these, there arises the followmg question “In 
“all these cases, 1s the rejection of something that has been accomplished, 
“or is it that of the unaccomphshed, as m the case of Direct Declaration, 
“ete ? If, as in the case of these latter, so the case of the rejection of 
“the empled by the enjomed were one of something not accomplished, 
“ then in this latter case, ib would be necessary to admit the total absence 
“ of the scriptural text laying down the application ın question, just as ın 
“ the case of the Indicative Power, etc we admit the non existence of any 
€ Direct Declaration bearing upon the point In that case, masmuch as 
“the text layıng down the use could be one only, it would be necessary 
“to admit its non-existence in other cases also, exactly as in the case 
“ of contradiction, and thereby the rejection of, that which is wnphed 
“would be universal If, on the other hand, we were to admit rts 
“ existence, in the case of non contradiction, then its existence would have 
“ to be admitted im other cases also, and in that case it would be equal ın 
“authority to that which ıs directly enjouned (which would be an 
“ absurdity ) 

o And further, masmuch as the generic texts could not obtain a 
“ footing, unless they set aside the specific scriptural texts, if we were to 
“admit the authority of such texts, the process of rejection would be 
“reversed (1e the generic would set aside the specific) Specially the 
“same text cannot reasonably be accepted as existing, with reference to 
“ one thing, and non existing with reference to another Consequently, 
“im the case of such generic and specific declarations as,—‘give curd to 
“the Brahmanas, and takra to the Kaundinyas,’ ‘ the modification of a 
“ sacrifice 1s to be done ın the manner of the original,’ ‘the grass used 
“should be that of the gara,—imasmuch as there could not be distinct 
“texts for each individual Brahmana, or each subsidiary sacrifice, the 
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“ text must be admitted to be one only And if, ın view of the çara 
“and the takra, ıt be held that there 1s no text relating to the kuça 
“and the Kaundinya,—then there could be no text applying to the 
€ Prayüşas and the Mathara Brahmana respectively If however there be 
“a text relating to these latter, then there must be one relating to the 
“ kuça and the Kaundenya also The assertion that it does not exist in 
“reference to the latter, while ıt does with reference to other things, 
“ would involve a self-contradiction, striking at the very authority of the 
“text Nor ıs there, m this case, a difference of comprehenders, whereby 
“the seeming contradiction could be explamed as being due to its bemg 
“ comprehended by one and not comprehended by another And inas- 
“ much as the text 1s comprehended but once, there can be no cognition of 
“ any difference ın ıt, whereby the existence admitted would be of one, 
“while the non-existence would be of another This might have been 
““ possible if the denotation of words consisted of the Individual, as, how- 
““ ever, ıt consists of the Cluss,—in the case of the Implication of certain 
“ operations relative to the sacrifice,—the object bemg one only, at one and 
“ the same time, there could be only one operative sciiptural text 

“ The same line of arguments would set aside the case of a Rejection 
“n the form of total removal, because, inasmuch as the words Brahmané- 
“€ bhyah’ and ‘ Prakrivvat’ (an the sentences quoted above) have exactly 
“ the same grounds (for applying to every Brahmana and every subsidiary 
“ sacrifice respectively), there 1s no possibility of leaving out any of them, 
“ as will be shown, by means of question and answer, ın Sutras III—vi—3, 
“and IlI—vi—5 That ıs to say, m the case of sentences emanating 
“ fiom human sources,—ras the sense imparted to the words used resides ın 
“the heart of the speaker, ıt would be possible for him to make the 
“arbitrary declaration—‘ I made this assertion, but I did not mean it to 
“apply to such and such cases, —even though the words used do not 
“imply anything of this exception But even thisarbitrary exception 1s 
“€ not possible in the case of a Vedic sentence Because in the case of 
“€ the Veda, we do not deduce specific declarations from general statements, 
“whereby we could take the generic statement as acting merely as the 
“source of the specific deduction, with reference to which the seeming 
“ contradiction of simultaneous existence and non-existence could be easily 
“ explained 

€ For these reasons, inasmuch as it ıs necessary for all Rejections 
“ to be of one uniform character, all the Rejections enumerated above could 
“ not be of the same form as that which ıs desired (as belonging to the 
“ case of Direct Declaration etc ) 

“Then if it be held that the Rejections are of those that are accom- 
“€ lished entities,—these latter being rejected by being shown to be false, 
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“ —and that, ın this way, there would be no such self-contradiction as that 
“shown above,—then with regard to Direct Assertion, etc also, the 
“ Rejection must be admitted to be of that which 28 accomplished But 
“with regard to these, the case has been shown to be quite the contrary 
“ Consequently, there can be no uniformity in the methods of all Reyec- 
“tions ” 

To the above we make the followmg reply —It as by no means 
necessary that all Rejections should be of one uniform character , specially 
as there 1s no incongruity in their diversity, which 1s supported by authori- 
tative evidence 

That ıs to say, just as in the case of Rejections explained before, 
there was no uniformity of character,—so, ın the same manner, even if 
we admit of a diversity in their character, there 18 no incongruity mn ıt 

Thus then, we conclude that ın the case of Direct Declaration etc R 
the rejection 1s one of something that has not been accomplished, as has 
been explained before, and there ıs nothing incongruous in that, as we 
do not admit of more than one accomplishment with regard to any one 
thing As for the other rejections, resembling these, —e g those of the 
Smrt: etc ,—which also are due to the remoteness of the objective,—these 
should be taken as explained by the explanation of those relating to the 
Direct Declaration, etc , as ıs imphed by the mention of ‘hétusdmarthya’ 
(the potency of the causal agency) But as for the Rejections that have 
been enumerated above—viz those of the false means of knowledge by the 
true one, of the necessary by the occasional, etc, etc,—it has been 
declared that ‘st 1s the accomplished that ts repected’ 

Question “How ıs that?” This question emanates from one who 
has been bewildered by the said dissimilarity from Direct Declaration 
etc 

Answer Because of the existence of the common cause This fact, of the 
commonalıty of cause being the reason for believing the rejection to be 
one of somethmg that has been accomplished, has been explained above, 
in connection with the words ‘Bradhmana’ and ‘ Prakrtwat’ 

It has been argued that “ there can be no rejection of that cognition 
“ which has been accomplished, because no non appearance, destruction, or 
“cessation of residual effects is possible for such a cognition” And mreply 
to this it is pointed out that we do not mean that the cognition is wholly 
set aside, all that we mean 1s that ıt 1s superseded by another cogmtion, 
which 1s to the effect that the previous cognition was a mistaken one That 
1s to say, what happens ın such cases, is that on finding a subsequent scrip- 
tural text to be otherwise mexplicable (1e irreconcilable with the cogmtion 
accomplished), one comes to the conclusion that this cognition that he 
had obtained had been a mistaken one, brought about on account of his 
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mtellect having been led away by a false sımılamty,—yust as in the case 
of the mirage etc Consequently, when we come to the case of the 
Praydjas and the Mathara-Brahmana, though we may have the ideas of 
the kuça and Kaundinya respectively appearing, yet they are beheved to 
be mistaken, and from this it is concluded that on account of the cogni 
tion bemg devoid of its legitimate result (ın the shape of the carrying of 
it into practice), it is the cognzzed idea, or text, that 1s rejected ın all such 
cases 

Questzon “ What, then, as the form of ‘true knowledge’? That ıs to 
“say, if the cognitions that actually appear come to be set aside im the 
“ manner shown above, then, how could we have confidence ın any cogni 
“tion at all?” 

Reply When we find that however much we may look for it, we do 
not perceive any cognition setting aside the cognition that we have 
obtained (then we conclude that that cognition is a true one) Though, on 
a former occasion (in the Glokava tıka) we have spoken of the ‘recog 
nition of discrepancies in the source of the cognition,’ as the second reason 
for the falsity of that cogmition,—yet that was with reference to ordinary 
human assertions, and hence, not pertammg to Vedic sentences, this 
fact has been brought out on the present occasion 

Having thus dealt with the side question, the Bhashya sums up the 
Adhkarana, and proceeds with the next 


ADHIKARANA (8) 


[The ‘Twelve Upasads’ pertain to the Ahina 1 


stra (15) “On account of the Context, the word ‘ahina’ should 
“be taken in a sense indicated by the presence of a certam 
“ qualification ” 


Question “All that had been laid down at the beginnmg of the 
€ Adhydya as its subject-matter, having been fully dealt with, what more 
“ of ıt is left to be treated of, that the fourth Adhy@ya 1s not now taken up 
forthwith? ” 

Answér We now proceed to consider in what specific cases we have 
the conflict of Direct Declaration and the rest, that have been duly difor- 
entiated and explamed in the foregomg Adhikarana 

And first of all we are gomg to deal with the cases of the conflict 
and non conflict of Context by Direct Declaration Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection 

In the context of the Jyotishioma we find the sentence—‘ There are 
to be three upasads for the Sahna and twelve for the Ahina’ And m this 
the word ‘sdina, meaning ‘that which 1s finshed m a day,’ refers to the 
Jyotishtoma, with regard to which we have the declaration— They imsi 
it within a day’, consequently ıt follows that the Jyotishtoma has three 
upasads Then as regards the clause ‘twelve for the Ahira,’ there arses 
the question as to whether “( velve upasads’ also belong to the Jyotih 
toma, or only to the Ahına sacrifices, the Dvādaçãha (Twelve Day sacrifice) 
and the rest ? 

If the name ‘ Ahina’ could, in some way or other, be found to be 
applicable to the Jyvtvshtoma, then, in view of the compatibility of the 
Context, the ‘twelvé wpasads’ would certainly be taken as finding a place 
in that sacrifice If, on the other hand, the name” Ahina’ belonged to 
those sacrifices that extend ove: a number of days, then, masmuch as the 
‘twelve upasads’ would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(‘twelve upasads for the Ahina’), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up only that which 1s not related to Direct Declara- 
uon (Vide Satra III—im—11), [and consequently the “ twelve upasads ” 
would belong to those sacrifices that last for many days, and not to the 
one day Jyotishior:a], and thus the sentence ın question presents a case of 
the conflict between Duect Declaration and Context 

And on the above question, we have the followmg 
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PURVAPAKSHA 


“The continmty of the Siddhanta having been broken by the word 
o ¢yq’ (in the sūtra), we declare that, from the Context ıt is clear that the 
o ‘twelve upasads’ belong to the Jyotishtoma Nor does this mvolve a 
« contradiction of Direct Declaration, because the same Context shows that 
“ the name “ Ahina’ applies to the Jyotishtoma (and not to any other saerı- 
€ fices), [and as such, the Direct Declaration also lends its support to the 
« connection of the ‘ twelve upasads,’ with the Jyotshtoma] And further, 
“€ the word ‘Ahina,’ by itself also, when taken as a negative compound, 1s 
“ found to be literally applicable to the Jyotwshtoma İF Ahina’=that 
“which is not devoid of any accessories, or that which is not totally 
“ neglected by any sacrifice, and these two qualifications reside in the 
“ Jyotushtoma only | 

“Though ın reality, the word ‘Ahina =ahan + kha m group of sacrifices, 
« — and as such it denotes the sacrifices extending over a number of days,— 
“ vet, in order to reconcile it with the Context, we should take ıt as synony- 
“ mous with‘ Vyofoshtoma, on the giound of this latter having the quah- 
“ ficatiofi of ‘ahdne’ (non-deficiency and non-abandonment) That s to 
“ say, masmuch as the Jyoteshtoma has all its details mmutely laid down, 
“€ and it serves as the archetype of all saciifices, 1t os ın no way deficient (na 
“ hiyat®) , nor ıs ut abandoned (na hayata) by any sacrifice (1 e there 1s no 
“sacrifice of which it does not serve as the archetype) 

“The Bhashya has explained the word ‘ahina,’ (in its application to 
€ the Jyotzshtoma) as ‘that which is not lable to any retrenchment (na— 
“ hiyaté) as regards either the sacrificial gifts, or the accessory details of 
“ the sacrifice ” 

€ But this is not quite relevant, because the word does not contain 
“anything to denote the ‘sacrificial gift’ or the ‘accessory details’, and 
€ if we were to interpret a word just as we wished (without any considera- 
“tion of what it actually denotes), then, there would be no fixity as to the 
“€ denotatıons of a word Even granting, for the sake of argument, that 
“the word really denotes what the Bhashya has said,—we find that as a 
“matter of fact, the “ gifts” given at the Jyotishtoma are very much less 
“ (‘hina’) than those given at several other sacrifices, where gifts are com- 
“ puted by the thousand , and also that the procedure of the Jyotishtoma 
“13 much enferior (‘lena’), in the point of ‘accessory details,’ to the Pro- 
“ cedures of its modifications, the Ukhthya and the rest, (and as such the 
“word ‘ Ahina’ ın the sense given to it by the Bhashya, could not apply 
“ to the Jyotishtoma) 

€ For these reasons we conclude that the name ‘ahina’ signifies ‘that 
“which does not abandon (na jahat.) any sacrifice, ın supplying the details 
‘of the performance” and “that which ıs not abandoned (na hiyaté) by any 
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‘“‘gacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head ) ’ ,— 
“and imasmuch as ıt 1s the Jyotsshtoma alone that ıs possessed of these 
“qualifications (and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context too be- 
“longs to the Jyotshtoma, ıt must be this to which the ‘twelve upasads’ 
“ belong 

“The word ‘gaunak’ in the sūtra must be taken as sigmifying “that 
‘pointed out by the qualification,’ and not im the ordinary sense of the 
“ yndırect, secondary signification ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (16) Inasmuch as the principal (Jyotishtoma) is not 
connected (with ‘ Ahina’), 1t should be disjoined from that 


By the word ‘ mukhya’ (‘Principal’) in the sūtra is meant the Jyotish- 
toma, because ıt 1s the first to be performed, and, as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection whatsoever with the word ‘Ahina ” And inas- 
much as the Jyotashtoma has no connection with this name, the number 
(‘Twelve’) that is found mentioned in connection with that name could 
not be taken as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context , 
consequently ıt must be taken (and used) apart from that Specially 
as we find that the number ‘Twelve’ ıs connected with the Ahina, by 
means of the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in ‘ahinasya’) , and as 
for the word ‘ahina’ what it literally signifies is a number of days, while 
the Jyotushtoma 1s a distinct Sahna,—being finished m a single day 

It has been argued above that the word ‘ahina’ would apply to the 
Jyoteshtoma, through the presence of certain qualifications m that sacrifice , 
and we now proceed to refute every alternative that ıs possible, m connec- 
tion with this theory 

(1) If the word ‘gauna’ be taken in the sense of zndevect secondary 
signification, then that could not justify the abandoning of the direct 
significatzon, on the mere strength of the Context Nor does the sentence 
ın question serve the purposes of an Arthavada, ın which case even the 
one day sacrifice could be taken as being eulogised by being mdurectly 
spoken of as one extending over many days Then again, as a matter of 
fact, 1t 18 not that there ıs no other word applicable (more directly) to the 
Jyotishtoma , and as such we could not be justified im taking all ths 
trouble of interpreting the word indirectly, and thereby making it apph- 
cable to that sacrifice, —ın the same way as the word ‘s:mha’ 1s made to 
indicate the presence of the qoalıfes of the hon Consequently the 
taking of the word ın its mndirect secondary sense 1s not admissible 

(2) Nor can the word be rightly made literally applıcable to the 
Jyotushtomu, by bemg explaıned as a negative compound Because any 

154, 
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such hteral application 1s set aside by the meanıng known to be conveyed 
by the word asa whole Then again, as a matter of fact, we do not find 
the word bearing the marks of a negative compound , because a negative 
compound having the accent of the ındeclmable, it is the frst word, or 
the basic word, that should have had the udātta (Acute) accent in its 
begmnıng, while, in reality, we find that ıt has the acute accent at the 
middle For this reason it must be admitted that the word ıs made up of 
the word ‘ahan’ (=Day) with the affix ‘kha’ In that case, in accordance 
with the Värtika —‘ tyannideshu upadégevadvacanam svarasiddhyartham, ’ — 
we have the insertion of the particle ‘ina’, and thereby the letter ‘7 
forming the beginning of the affix, it is only 11ght that the accute accent 
should be on that letter 

For these reasons, the word ‘ Ahina’ must be taken as the name of 
those sacrifices that extend ove: 1 namber: of days 

I hen again, inasmuch as the connection of the Jyotzshfoma with the 
‘twelve upasads’ would have been signified by the use of the word ‘ sahna’ 
only without using another name (‘ahina’) of the same sacrifice, —the 
very fact of the putting in of the word ‘uhina’ shows that the scripture 
meant by this, to signify something other than the “one day’ Jyvtishtoma 
Or again, masmuch as the connection of “ three” and that of the ‘s&hna’ 
and ‘twelve’ would have been indicated by the Context itself (which 1s 
that of the Jyotishtoma), the use of both the words ‘shna’ and ‘ahina’ 
would be absolutely pm poseless Whereas if the word “ ahinuw’ meant some 
other sacrifice, it would be absolutely necessary to msert it And then 
inasmuch as the close proximity of the mention of ‘three upasacs’ to the 
word ‘ Ahmasya’ might indicate the connection of these latte: with the 
Ahina, 1t would be necessary to specify the ‘sa@hna’ also (as the one 
connected with ‘three upasads’) 

Thus then, ıt must be admitted that the ‘twelve upasad,’ has to be 
taken apart (from the Jyotishtoma—wluch is mdicated by the Context as 
the sacrifice connected with them) 


o 


The bove representation of the Adhikaruna is not quite correct 
Firstly ,bec woe 1t is scarcely right tor the details of one sacrifice (the Ahna ) 
to be hud down in the Context ot another (the Jyoteshtomu) secondly, in 
case such details were lud down, the continuity of the Conteat would be 
broken by that interpolation of foreign mitter, and then it would m 
volve a deal of trouble to take up the chain of the Context ove: agam , 
and therdly, we find that the ‘twelve vpasads ’ for the Twelve Day sacrifice 
hive alreadv been enjoined in the Context of this latte: sacrifice —and 
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as all the sacrifices extending over a number of days have their origin in 
this Twelve-Day sacrifice, the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the “ Tvvelve upasads’ with all such 
sacrifices. Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken wholly 
as containing the injunction of the ‘three wpasads’ alone ; specially as 
there are no objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 
“ Twelve, that has been enjoined already in another sentence; and hence 
its mention in the sentence in question must be taken as meant to be in 
praise of the propriety of the number of upasads at the Jyotishtoma,—- 
just as in the case of the nivita (the sense of the sentence being that 
“the Jyotishtoma has only three wpasads, and as for twelve upasads these 
belong to such petty sacrifices as the Ahina and the rest, and not to the 
excellent Jyotishtoma sacrifice ’). 

Now then, we proceed to show the way in which the Adhikarana 
should be represented. 

If the character of ‘Ahina’ had belonged to the Jyotzshtoma, then, 
the sentence in question would have been an Injunction; but inas- 
wuch as that character belongs to the sacrifices extending over a number 
of days, for which, again, the ‘twelve upasads’ have been already laid 
down elsewhere,—the sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant 
to enlogise (the Jyotishtoma as shown above). 

Thus then, the question of the Adhtkarana comes to be this: Is 
the Jyotéshtoma the Ahina, for which the sentence, occurring in its Con- 
text, lays down an accessory detail? Or the word ‘ Ahina’ applies 
to the sacrifices extending over a number of days,—and inasmuch as the 
‘twelve npasads’ for it have been laid down elsewhere, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some other purpose (that of 
eulogising f.i.) ? 

Objection: “€ If such be the case, then the Adhikarana would not be 
“a discussion of the conflict and nön-confliet of Context (with Direct 
= Declaration); because it would come to this, that though connected 
“with the hina sacrifices the ‘twelve mupasads’ would be mentioned 
“ with a view to enlogise the Jyolishtoma.” 

Reply: ‘That does not quite affect the case. Because as a matter of 
fact, the Pürsapakshu (B) would favour the Context; inasmuch as the 
Context would take up the number ‘twelve’ as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject of the Context, the Jyotishtoma) ; while the Siddhanta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
‘twelve’ belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
has nothing to do with the Context; which latter therefore, in this case, 
becomes contradicted. And that this is still of use, in another way, in 
the Context has got nothing to do with the main point at issue. 
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If however, ın accordance with the law arrived at im the next 
Adhikarana, we could admit of the Removal (or taheng apart, of the 
‘twelve upasads’), and if while we had the Injunction in one Rescen- 
sional text, we could justify, on the ground of 1ts having no other use, 
the injunctive character of that contamed in another Text,—then, ın that 
case, we could take the Adhikarana as presented ın the Bhashya 

In any case, ıt becomes fully established that the sentence ‘ dvada- 
çühənasya ” 1s to be taken apart from the Context, as ıt evidently pertains 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days 


ADHIKARANA (9) 
[The Pratpats aie to be taken apart, along with the Kuldya, ete ] 


Sūtra (17) That which is associated with singleness and 
duality (should be taken apart), because ıt 1s directly 
enjoined (elsewhe? e) 


[In connection with the Jyottshtoma we find the sentence ‘ yuvdm hə 
sthahk svahkpal? sti dvayoryayamanayoh pratipadam ktayat, lë asrgraman 
davah ri bahubhyo yagamanébhyah’ And im reference to this there arses 
a doubt ns to whether the two Prafıpats heroin laid down find place in 
the Jyotishtomu, or they are to be taken apart from it and used in 
sonnection respectively with the Kuldya performed by two yaşanığmnas, 
and with the Puritia performed by more than two yaşamünas”) 

The discussion of the present question is similar to that im the fore 
going Adhika ana,—with the following difference in the former the 
connection was with a totally different Prmary sacrifice denotable by + 
word haying no connection with that sacrifice which formed the subject 
of the Context, while in the present case, it is with a pioperty, the 
duahty, etc of the yaş amöna, which is, m some way or other, suspected 
of being related to the subject of the Context 

The sitia begins the discussion with the putting forward of the 
Suddhünta, ın accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhakarana 

SIDDHANI \ 

The passage ın question does not lay down the Duality and Plural- 
ety of the yayamdna, because it 18 fully taken up with the enjoining of 
the Pratipats, and refers to the Duality, etc only as conditions for the use 
of the one ot the other Pratpat, specially as the Injunction of many 
things would involve a syntactacal spht Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjomed, the Duality and Plurality of the yayamana can not 
pertain to the Jyotishtoma , while they are found to exist in the Kulaya and 
other siciifices,—those extending over one as well as those extending oven 
many days,—wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences as— 
“ Rad ca purohstagca yaşayütüm,” "“ ëtënawa deau yü ayat,” “ ebénawa bü 
yüşayet,” “ eko dvan bahavo vü ‘hinarryyéran ” 
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For these reasons the Pratepat, should be taken apart from the 
Context 


Siitra (18) Objection “They might find place (an the 
€ Jyotishtoma) as alternatives implied (for a special pur- 
és pose) 39 


“The Praiipats must be taken as finding a place in the Jyotsshtoma, 
“ as indicated by the COontegzt (in which they are found to be mentioned) 
“ They are not m any way connected with any sacrifice other than that 
‘which forms the subject of the Context,—as had been found to be th 
“ case with the Ahina As for the connection of the Duality, etc of the 
“ yajama@na, it 1s mentioned merely as a condition (for the use of particu 
“lar Pratipats), and it has nothing to do with the indicating of the connec 
“tion of certain accessories with their Piimaiies Nor could these serve 
“as the means of establishing the connection of any sacrifice , as that 
would mvolve the necessity of the words being taken in then indirect 
“secondary significitions, and as a matte: of fact, those that have had 
“then use laid down by Dnect Declaration, cannot rightly be brought 
“into another use, on the ground of an mduect secondary signification 
“Tt the connection meant ere that with the mere form of the Duahty, 
“ etc then the Injunction itself would become wholly useless And there 
€ can be no doubt that the assumption of Context 13 far more reasonable 
“than that of the Result 
“Tt has been argued that in the Context we do not find the conditions 
“ (Dualıty, ete laid down for the use of the Pratipats) But they could 
“ be taken as implied, for the conditions are not always d.iectly enjoimed, 
‘as ib 15 just possible for them to be induectly implied, and ın the case 
‘ot the Jyotishtoma also we find that there is an smphcation of the pre 
‘ sence of more than one yayaména, ın case one ıs found to be meapable 
“of callying it through And up to this time we have had nothing to 
“show that only one yajamdna ıs really meant for the Jyoteshtoma, 
“ though in fact, even if due signihcance were attached to the singleness of 
“the ga? amdünaş—yet, just as, in accordance with the Stra VI—m—2, 
“certan accessory details of the Jyst.shtoma are left off, in the case of 
“the yaşamöna bemg found incapable of performing them all, so, in the 
‘ same manner, it may be that in the case of one ya?amüna bemg found 
“incapable of finishmg the sacrifice, two or more of them could very 
“reasonably be brought ın to do ıt And in this way, the necessary 
conditions would be present in the Jyotahtoma also 
“Or again, ıt may be that the very injunction of the Pratipats 
“(contained ın the passage unde1 consideration), being found to serve a 


ce 
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“visible purpose, would lead to the assumption of Direct Declarations 
“laying down the fact of the Jyotvshtoma bemg performed by two or more 
“ yaşamönas And this assumption would be possible only in accordance 
“with ou theory, and not with the theory upholding the use of other 
‘Pratipats Consequently there is nothmg im our theory that 18 com 


“ patible with the mention ot the singleness of the yaşamüna (ın connection 
“with the Jyotehtoma) ” 


Sattra (19) Reply Not so, because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Context) 1s connected with one only 


The word “P?alət:” here is meant to signify the Sacrifice that forms the 
subject of the Context , and it mght havebeen meant to mdicate that bemg 
the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the yryaméina in the 
Jyotushtoma cannot be superseded , though that which 1s indirectly imphed 
could be rejected, for special purposes As a matter of fact, we know 
that the sıngleness of the yajamāna 1s directly enjomed specially as we 
ind that whethe: the Jyotishtoma is laid down as to be performed with a 
view to a certain desirable result, or as a necessary duty the y yamina 
13 distinctly mentioned as one only, as is shown by the use «f the word 
“ yajéta’” Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a signifi mee to 
the singular member of that verb ın fact we shall show late: on, in 
Adhyaya VI, that due significance is really meant to be attached to it 

The leaving off of certain accessories of the /yotishtoma, on account of 
the incapacity of the sacrificer to carry them all out entirely —that has been 
brought forward by the Parvapakshz,—is also bised upon the declaration 
‘the Sacrifice should be performed ın such a way as one person may 
be able to perform it”, and ın other cases also we find the word ‘one,’ 
which shows that the leaving off allowable 1s meant torefer to other 
iccessolies (and not to the pumber of yayamfnus), as for instance, leaving 
off the exact amount of the ‘ gift,’ the sacrifice can be fully accomplished 
by one person Then agam, masmuch asthe number one’ is found 
both m the originative mjunction (of the Tyoteshtoma), as well as m 
that of its actual performance, we cannot but attach due significance 
to that number Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the orgi- 
nal sacrifice of the Jyotishtoma has only one ya?amüna, ıt does not fulfil 
the conditions of the use of the particular Pratipats in question, and hence 
these latter must be taken apait from it 

It has been argued that ‘the very passage under consideration 
would, by its capabihty, imply the necessary conditions” But this is not 
possible , because the passage 1s capable of beg taken differently (and as 
such there would be no Apparent Inconsistency to justify the implication) 
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That ıs to say, if, without umplying the said conditions, the passage 
would have been meaningless, then ıt could be taken as implying them : 
and this meaninglessness would have been possible, only if the Duahty 
and Plurahty (of yaşamünas) did not exist ın any sacrifice, in the same 
way that ıt does not exist ın the //yofosAtoma , as a matter of fact, we 
do not find these to be non existent in other sacrifices, as they me 
actually found to exist in the Kuldya and other sacrifices And mas- 
much as in the passage ın question, we find them laid down as well 
established conditions, and as they would otherwise lead to a syntactical 
split, they cannot be indirectly imphed (with regard to any sacrifice) 

If the Duality of the yajamāna were meant to refer to the presence 
of the wife of the yayam@na,—then, as her presence with her husband 18 
a necessary condition for all sacrifices, sach Duality could not have been 
Jaid down as the condition for the use of a certain particular Pratzpat only, 
and further, ın the case of the word “ bahubhyah, masmuch as it is dıs- 
tınctly found to denote the plurality of men, by making it include the 
sacrificer 8 wives, we would be assuming, without sufficient grounds, an 
ékagésha compound made up of heterogeneous elements (one male and two 
females) 

In the case of the sentence ‘kshaum@ vasānau etc’ (met with in 
connection with the Agvy@dhina) we have had to accept the wife as the 
second person, as there was no other way of taking ıt, specially as the 
Adhana 1s nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, ın the 
way that we find the Dosyaş 7a (K: laya) laid down 

Then again, masmuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
by the yayamana accompanied by one or more wives, there would, according 
to yon, always be ‘two’ or ‘three’ ‘ yayamfnas’, and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditions laid down for the use of the Pratipats in ques 
tion, these would come to be used on all occasions, and the Pratipat that 
is laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyotish 
toma would never be used, and would become wholly useless, or, at best, 
ıb would be taken as an optional alternative to those Prat:pais that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Prafepats ın question 
are to be taken apart from the Context 

It has been argued above that “ the passage under question does 
not lay down the connection (of Duality, ete ) with a Sacrifice” But 
that does not affect the case , as the very word “ Prafıpat” having indicated 
the fact of its pertammg to sacrifices, all that the mention of “ Duahty,’ etc 
does, 18 to indicate the particular sacitfice with which they are connected 
Or again, the word “ya?amğna ’ itself would, through Apparent Inconsis- 
tency, indicate the sacrifie 


PRATIPATS TAKEN WITH KULAYA 1235 


Thus then the Pratupats bemg taken as connected with sacrifices 
other than the Jyotzshtoma, m whose Context the passage ın question 
oveurs,—this. is a distinct case of the contradiction of Context, and as 
Direct Declaration 1s much more authoritative than that (there can be no 
incongruity in the Szddhanta) 


155 


ADHIKARANA (10) 
[The Jaghani 1s not taken apart from the Contevt ) 


Stitra (20) “The Jaghani also (would be taken apart), 
because it 18 a part ” 


We now proceed to consider the exception to the principle of factors 
Demg taken apart from their context 

In connection with the Darga-Piinama@sa, we find the sentence 
‘ Taqhanıü patnıh sanyñjayantı °, and as this admits of two distinct con- 
structions, bearing upon the comparative predominance and subservient 
characte: of the two factors (in the sentence),—there arises a doubt as to 
its actual meanmg That is to sax, (1) if the sentence be taken as 
laying down the Painzsamydjas as purificatory rites for the purification 
of the Jāghanī (the anımals tail), then, imasmuch as the object of 
purification would be the predominant factor, ıt could not be removed 
fiom its place, and consequently, the Patnisamyajas would be taken to 
where the Tail might be, and not vce versa And masmuch as the 
ordinary anımal’s Zazl would be of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that 
forms the object of purification (by means of the Patnisamydjas) , conse- 
quently the Tarl of the anımal that has served its purpose in connec 
tion with the Agnishomiya would come to be taken as that to be purified 
(by the Patnisamydjas) [and thus, in this case, there would be a removal 
of the Zaz] from all connection with the Da? ça-Pürnamisal (2) If, on 
the othe: hand, the sentenee be taken as Jaying down the Tar? (with refer 
ence to the Painisamydajas), then, ın that case, inasmuch as the idea of 
the sentence being a reference to the subject of the Context does not 
entirely disappear, the injunction of the Tuzl comes to belong to the 
Darga-Pirnamasa [and thus there 1s, in this cise, no removal of the Tail 
trom the Context] 

On this question, then, we have the followmg 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ (1) Because the Tail helps the Darça-Pürnamdüsa indirectly ,—(2) 
“ because that which helps directly in the body of the sacrifice is the 
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“ more important ,—(3) because the other (1e the Pafnısamgü?a) being 
“ enjomed by means of the verbal root (in ‘ samyy?ayöt”) is more approx- 
“ imate to the Injunction ,—(4) because, masmuch as any single part of 
“an animal (the Tail) could not justify the employment of the whole 
“ anımal, ıt would be necessary to take it out of the animal tnat has been 
“ used elsewhere, and hence in that case the Samyfja would come to 
“have the character of a Praipattisamskdra (the setting aside of that 
€ which has been used) ,—therefore the sentence m question must be 
“ taken as laymg down the purification of the Tarl of the animal used 
“ ın connection with the Agnishomya, and hence it must be taken apart 
“ from the Context (of the Darga Pūrnamāsa) 

[“ Says the Bhashya—im reply to the objection that ‘the Patni 
“ samyajas have already been enjowned elsewhere’— It ıs true that they 
“ are engorned elsewhere, but here they are aga, enjoined with reference to 
“ the Tail, the sense being that the Tarl should be made connected with the 
“ Paimısamyüşas (sū ca tatsambaddha ka yetyucyate)) And in this last 
“sentence, the word ‘ ucyat@’ must be taken along with the preceding 
“ sentence (as shown above), and then follows (in the Bhashya) a des 
“ cription of the action such being the case, the Patnısamyaşas of the 
“ Da ça-Pü, namdsa do not lose anything by beg drsjoined from the Tarl, 
“ete If on the other hand, the word ‘ ucyaté’ were taken with what 
““tollows 1t—as ‘ucyalé Evam sate, etc —then the sentence would fall 
“ into the semblance of an objection, which woyld not be desirable , 
“ specially as we do not find any sentence (ın the Bhashya) that could be 
“taken as supplying an answer to that objection Therefore the whole 
“ sentence must be taken as the statement of the Author’s own view (and 
“ not that of the opponent) 

“ Objection ‘If what you say be correct, then, there being a 
“ Removal (of the Patnisamydyas), exactly lke that of the P:atepats 
“ (shown above),—there wonld be no performance of the Patnisamyajas 
“ ir connection with the original sacrifice (of the Darça-Pürnamdsa) 

“ Reply There might be no performance of these, if there were no 
“ Patnisamyadjas mn connection with the Paçu sacrihce, as a matter of 
“ fact, the existence of these in this latter 1s quite patent, by reason of 
“ being implied, and vhat the sentence in question does 1s simply to lay 
“ these down as connected with the Tail 

“Objection ‘In that case you must declare that there 1s no Remo- 
““ val (of the Tail from the Context) ’ 

“ Reply True, there ıs no Removal of anything subsiantal, but 
“ it 15 the sentence ın question that, beng found to serve a useful purpose 
“€ m connection with the modificatory sacrifices, is spoken of as ‘removed,’ 
“ o) ‘taken apart from the Oontext ” 
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SIDDHANTA 


Süztre (21) It ıs the injunction (of the Tail), because it is 
something new 


As amatter of fact, the Injunction 1n question 1s not taken apart from 
the Context , because ıf the Taz! were referred to as something to be 
purified (by means of the Patnisamydajas), then that would have been 
the cause of the Injunction bemg taken apart, as a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the Tazl 1s enjomed as an accessory of the Sacrı 
fice, exactly like the other accessories, ın the shape of Butte. and the 
like 

That ıs to say, it has been declared above that m all such sentences, 
the force of the Injunctive applies to the subordinate factor Then, as 
for the Patnisamyajas, these have been enjoined in a sentence immediately 
preceding the one under consideration, and as such being still present in 
the mind as enjoined actions (at the time that we come across the sentence 
under consideration), they cannot be taken as the objects of injunction 
(by this latter sentence) Nor can the sentence ın question be nghtly 
taken as merely referrmg to the Patnisamydjas of the Pagu-saciifice, 
because at the time of its appearance, there 18 no idea of the Pagu saczi- 
fice Nor is the Tail wholly mcapable of bemg enjoined, like the Time 
etc, whereby ıt could carry any Injunctions along with itself Nor 
can ıt be urged that ıt could be so, on the ground of its being an obiect 
of purification Because there 1s no ground for superseding the fact of 
its bemg an accessory (to the sacrifice), as expressed by the İnstrumental 
ending (ın ‘ Jaghanya) ” 

If the Injunction under consider ition were to operate with reference 
to that Taal which has served its purpose elsewhere,—then in that case, 
it might be possible to take the İnstrumental as having the sense of the 
Accusative, just as we have in the case of the accessories of the Piayaja 
As a matter of tact, the Tal that is lad down is something quite new, 
not made use of on any previous occasion Consequently it is wholly 
incapable of being taken apart 

Noi can the Patnisamydjas bear bemg taken apart, as they are 
bound up with the Context 

It may be argued that “they would be taken apart, on account of 
the superior authority of Syntactical Connection” But that too is not 
possible, because ın such cases, Syntactical Connection is dependent 
upon the fact of the object m question having some claim for bemg taken 
as desired , and as such, m such cases, it is much weaker than the Con- 
text If the sentence ın question were the onigimative Injunction of the 
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Patnisamyajas, then alone could the Syntactical Connection have wrested 
them away from the Context As a matter of fact, however, these Patni- 
samyajas have then origimative Injunction in another sentence, and 
hence by the time that they are taken up, through proximity, by the 
syntactical connection of the sentence under consideration,—they could 
also be taken up by the Darça Pürnamüsa Nor have we, up to this 
time, come to know the Tal as leadmg to any independent result of its 
own,—whereby ıt could supply the requmement of the Pafaösamyü?as 
as regards the purpose to be served by them Consequently, while we 
are looking out fo: the purpose to be served by the Tazl, ıt is taken up 
as an accessoly, forming part of the Procedure of the Darga- Pūrnamāsa, 
which are known to lead to distinct results 

Noı does the sentence ın question contain the Injunction of any 
new sacrifice, asit1s not found to mention the root ‘yazı’ only, what 
ıb mentions 1s the ‘ yaa’ in conjunction with ‘ Patni’ Consequently if 
ıb were taken as laying down the Action with reference to the Tarl, — 
and at the same time laying down the Patnis (wives) (as the Deity of 
that Action),—then ıt would come to be the injunction of many things, 
and as such involve the syntactical split m the form of “ Dissimilarıty” 
pomted out ın the Sūtra I—ıv—8 And so long as the sentence 1s capable 
of being taken as the injunction of simpler things, the syntactical split 
could not be explaıned by taking the sentence as the injunction of the 
achon as qualified (by the Deity, ete, etc) Consequently, ıt must be 
concluded that the sentence lays down a Substance (Tail) with reference 
to a qualified sacrifice (the Patnisamytyja) 

Objection “But this too, being a reference to the qualified sacri- 
fice, would involve a syntactical split ”- 

Reply That does not matter, as the qualified Sacrifice is dicated, 
as such, by the Context, the word “ Patni’ not being meant to be speci 
ally significant Just as in the case of the sentence ‘ abhikraman juhots’ 
even though the word used ıs the generic term “?ulof:” (meaning sacri- 
fice ın general), yet through capability (of Context), the Abhekrümana 
is taken as pertaining to the pariticular sacrifice of the Pray@jas,—so, 
in the same manner, the Patnisamydjas are to be taken as meant by the 
generic term “ samyyd? ayamdı ’ 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Taz 1s not taken apart 
from the Context 


Sözera (22) Objection “But the Tail is a part.” 


“It has been argued in the Parvapaksha that, masmuch as the 
“ Tail is a part of the animal,—and as the origmative injunction speaks 
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“ of it as related to something already existing, it could not be utilized, 
“ ete., etc.” And to this argument the Sūtra offers the following repiy: 


Sutra (98): Not so; because the original (Darç-Pürnamasa- 
Jaghani, Tail) is obtained by non-scriptural means. 


Under the circumstances, that alone would have been useless which, 
without taking up the original, could not be recognized; e.g. in the 
case of the sentence “ wttarardhat svishtakrié’ vadyate’ (in this what is 
to be offered is not recognizable without a reference to the original 
Cake). The word ‘ Ja@ghani’ however is, like the word ‘ Hrdaya’ and 
the like, denotative of a certain limb of the animal; and as such, it could 
be very easily obtained, without getting hold of the whole animal for 
the purpose, or even out of the animal that has been used for another 
purpose; specially as in the sūtra " Büpüm vā géshabhitaivat’ it is 
shown that an accessory could be used, by whatever method it may be 
produced or obtained. Nor is it impossible for the ‘Ja@ghani’ to be known 
apart from the rest of the body; for we actually find meat-vendors 
selling the bodies of animals, limb by limb; and certainly the “ Jaghani’ 
(Tail) could be obtained, by purchase, from these vendors. Nor again is 
it necessary that it should be obtained from the goat; as all that is laid 
down in the text is only the particular limb, ‘Tail.’ In fact, in the 
Agnishomiya also, it is quite possible for the “ Heart’ etc. to be obtained 
by purchase or other ordinary means; though it is so, yet, m the case of 
these, as we find their particular ‘class ’ and method of obtaining distinct- 
ly specified as “by killing’ and all the rest,—we do not have recourse to 
purchase, or other ordinary means, for obtaining these. But in th- 
case of the Tail we have no such means specified in the scriptures. 

The word ‘Prakrti’ is meant to give an idea of the Da?ça- Pirnu- 
mäsa. 

Thus then, it becomes established that the Jäyhanī (Tail) is an 
accessory in the Patnisamyñjas performed along with the Darga-Pérnu- 
māsa; and as such is to be used as an optional alternative for Butler. 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The Joining together of the slabs should find a place among the 
Sumsthds.) 


Süztra (24): “The Joining Together should find a place in the 
“ original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
“ does not disappear.” 


We now proceed to consider the cases of conflict and non-conflict 
between Syntactical Connection.and Context. 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find two slabs of stone laid 
down, to serve as the receptacle upon which the Soma should be pounded ; 
wud with reference to these stone-slabs, we have the declaration 
‘Dirghasomé-sunirdyad-dhrtyai,—that is, ‘having separated the two slabs 
one should join them together, for the obtaining of Dhrti? With refer- 
ence to the word “ Dirghasoma’ in this sentence, there arises a doubt, 
as to (a) whether it applies to the original sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma), as 
indicated by the Context, (b) or it applies to such sacrifices as extend 
over longer periods of time, and as such not being compatible with the 
Context, has to be taken apart. On the point in question we can also take 
the following alternatives, (a) the word applies to the Jyotshtoma itself, 
(h) or to the Jyoteshtoma as performed by a tall (‘ Diryha’) yafamüna, 
(©) or to the Uktha and other samsthās or parts (of the Jyotishtoma), (d) or 
to the Satrı and Ahina sacvitices (that extend over many days), (e) or 
to all sacrifices excepting the Agynishtoma (which is the first samstha of 
the Jyotishtoma. 

On this question, we have the following 


PRELIMINARY PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ (1) Because the word ‘ Diryhasoma’ is applicable to the JSyotishfomu 
“ as compared with such shorter sacrifices as the Ishti, the Pagi sacrifice, 
“ the Darvi-Homu and the like,—(2) because the purpose served by the 
“ “ joining together,’ the strength of the pounding slab, is quite applicable 
“ to the Jyotishfoma,—(3) because the Injunction of “ not-joining together ` 
“ could be taken as an optional alternative (to the ‘ joining together ’), 
* just like the alternatives of vrih¢d and yava,—therefore, for the sake of 
“ the Context, the ‘ joining together’ should not be taken apart from it. 

“ The example of the optional alternative of the ‘Purchase, as 
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“ sımılaı to the ‘joming together’ m question, has been cited (in the 
“ Bhashya), from the standpoint of the Pürvapaksha, irrespective of the 
‘ Jiddhanta view that the two alternatives are to be taken conjointly 
“€ (and not as optional alternatives) (and hence it should not be taken as 
“ mvolvung a self-contiadiction), nor ıs it necessary that all examples 
“ should always be out of the Siddhanta , because any example, from 
“ wheresoever obtained, ıs equally useful in supplying the necessary 
‘* information 

“ Or, the expression ‘like Purchase’ may be explained only as an 
“ instance of the nun disappearance of usefulness, brought forward without 
“ any reference to the Injunction of ‘not yomimg together ’ 

€ Tn this case we would construe the Sūtra (and the Bhashya) in the 
“ following manne: The objection being—‘Inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
“ toma sacrifice takes very httle time to finish, there would not be much 
“ use in the said pornmy together of the pounding slabs being done in 
““ connection with that sacrifice,—we have the reply—that does not much 
affect the question, as the porneng together will still have its use, ‘like the 
“ Purchase’ That ıs to say, the actual price of the Some not bemg very 
“ much, and its purchase having been accomplished by the payment of 
“ any one of the prescribed articles—cloth and the rest—in exchange, 
“ one still gives to the owner all these articles, ın keeping with the 
“ scriptural text layıng down all these articles as to be given in exchange 
€ for the Soma, and though the payment of these latter 1s not neces 
“ sary, yet rt is not altogether useless, se. ving the purpose of still further 
‘winning the good graces of the owner, because it 18 well known that 
€ the scriptures declaie the fact of prosperity resulting from the pur 
‘ chase of Soma, if effected to the entire satisfaction of its original owner 
“ In the same manner, even though the ungomed slabs would be quite 
“ eficient for the pounding of the Sowa for the Jyofeshtoma, yet, nas 
“ much as we are cognizant of the fact that the pounding done on the 
“ strengthened slabs biings about prosperity the “yommg together,’ done 
“ ın accordance with the sentence under consideration, would not be 
“ entirely useless (even m the Jyotuntoma) 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘joining together’ is not 
‘ to be tuken apart from the Context ” 


PRELIMINARY SIDDHANTA 


Sita a (25) It should be taken apart, because of the mention 
of the speciality 


On account of the Syntactial Connection of the jommg together 
with the “ Dirghasoma,’ the forme: must be taken apart from the Context 
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Because, an object ıs known as ‘long’ (Dergha) only when xt 15 
compared with another thing of the same kind, which is shorter than 
itself Consequently, one Soma-sacrefire could be known as ‘Long,’ only 
mn comparison with another Soma-sacrifice, and it could not be spoken 
of, ın comparison with such sacrifices as the IJsh{z, the Pagu, the Durvs- 
homa and the hke (which have no connection with Soma), because these 
latter do not belong to the same class (ns the Jyofishfoma and the other 
Soma-sacorfices), and because they are not spoken of in the Context, 
and ıt ıs only when the two relative members of the comparison are 
mentioned that they are differentiated mt» the ‘Long’ and the ‘ Short” 
—and ın the case ın question we do not find the [shfi, ete mentioned, 
ın comparison with which the Jyotehtoma could be spoken of as 
‘Long’ 

Objectron “ But the different Soma-sacrifices also are not men- 
tioned ” 

Reply Though no Soma sacı ifke 18 mentioned, yet in the first 
place, the ground of comparison les in the fact of the members of the 
comparison belonging to the same class, and serond/y, because of the 
pecuhar relationship, of the qualification and the qualified signified by 
the word ‘Du gha-Soma, which denotes the fact of the surifie beng 
‘long’ while belonging to the clus ‘Som,’ thereby serving to preclude 
only such “short” sacrifiies as belong to the sume class ind then, 
when we come to consider which one of these Soma suciifices in the “long” 
one, and m comparison with which it is lo g’ we fi id that the Jyotish 
toma 1s not ‘longer than any of them and hence we come to take the 
word ‘ Dirgha soma’ as referring to s:crihces other than the ZyəfisAfoma 
And inasmuch as these othe: sacrifices are the first to be recognized as 
‘Long,’ the Joyhshtoma comes to be recognized as the lower basis of the 
comparison 


Sūtra (26) Objection ‘ The speciality could be taken as 
pertaining to the perfo: mer as it 1s upon him that it 
is based” 


“So long as we could interpret the word “ Dirghasoma’ m keeping 
‘with the indications of the Context, if is not proper to entirely reject 
‘this Context And asa matte: of fact, we find that ıt can be taken as 
“ pertaınıng to the Performer Nor would that make any difference m 
“ the accent, as regards the compound , because in any case we have the 
“ acute accent upon the last syllable, consequently we must expound 
“ the compound as the Genitive Fufpurusha  (( Diryhasya” purushasye 
6 6 Somak 7 .” 

156 
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Süztra: (27) Reply It must pertain to the sacrifice, as, other 
wise, the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Arthavada would not be explicable ] 


The epithet “Long” must pertam to the Sacizfice (and not to the 
Sacrifices), and the compound must be expounded as a Karmadharaya 
(“Derghaçcüsan somah’ ) 


Questton “What special reason have you got for taking the com- 
pound thus °” 


Answer The chief reason ıs that ıt is only when the compound is 
thus explained that we have the duect significations of the component 
words , otherwise (if the compound be taken as the Genitive Tatpurusha) 
one of the words qualifies something wholly different (namely the Sacre 
ficer), and that would make the direct primary significations of the words 
incompatible 

Thus then, when we come to think of the extremely large quantities 
of Soma to be pounded, we conte to desire much strength and durability 
mn the pounding slab, and ın that case the injunction contained in the 
sentence m question (as explained by us) would be found to serve a vis 
ible purpose (that of making the slab strong by “ yoming together ’ the 
two slabs) Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
durability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not serve 
any useful purpose 

So also, the Arthavada contained ın the word ‘ Dhrtyaz’ points to 
the propriety of our interpretation of the compound 


Thus then, it 1s only with regard to a case where we have doubts 
about the durability of the pounding slab, and fear its being broken 
asunder under the heavy pounding, that we can have the injunction in 
question (of carefully ‘joming together’ the two slabs) Otherwise the 
mere qualification of the sacrifice by specifying the Performer as ‘dirgha,’ 
1e tall, could only serve some purpose not perceptible to us, because, 
whether the Performer 1s tall or short, there ıs no perceptible difference 
ın the form of the sacrifice itself 

Then again, the specification of the sacrifice, through the Performer, 
would be extraneous to it, while that by itself would be more mtimately 
related to ıt 

For these reasons, ıt must be admıtted that the “ oınıng together ” 
should be taken apart from the Jyotvshtoma itself 
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Sttra (28) “In the case of (the word “Dirghasoma” applying 
to) the Samsthaüs also, the mention of “Dhrtyaı” would be as 
inexplicable as in that of (the epithet ‘Dirgha’ belong- 
ing to) the Performer ” 


This Sutra must be taken as urged by the opponent ın reply to the 
following argument of the Siddhania It ıs possible that the ‘joining 
together’ may not find a place in the first Samstha—the Agnzshtoma—of 
the Jyotishtoma , bat ıt could pertain to the other samsthis—the Ukthya 
and the :est,—which are ‘longer’ than the Agmshtoma, and by connecting 
with which, we keep our interpretation in keeping with the Context 
Consequently, we must take the “ joing together’ as finding a place ın all 
the thiee samsihds , specially as the fact of the samsthas belonging to the 
same Context as the Jyotsshioma has yet to be refuted by the Samsthadhi- 
karana (1l1l—vi—4l et seg) Or, even if there be a distinct Context of 
the samsth@s,—then too, it would be only ın those accessory details that 
are of use ın the Agnusshtoma, wherein the ‘joining together’ could be 
piecluded, on account of the contradiction involved ın the mixture of the 
necessary and the unnecessary qualifications Consequently we must 
admit that the “yomıng together’ should have a place ın the second and 
subsequent Samsthas (sections) of the Jyoshtoma 

As agamst these arguments we have the above sūtra, which formu- 
lates the following 

FINAL PURVAPAKSHA 


‘Inasmuch as the quantity of soma usedin every one of the sams- 
“ thas 1s the same (asin the Agnshtoma), the work of the pounding too 
“ yn every one of these would be exactly similar, and hence the eulogy 
« < dhrtyaz’ (fo: the sake of making it strong and durable) would be as 
““ useless ın this mterpretation, as in that ın which the Perfomer (is held 
“ to be qualified by the epithet ‘ Dirgha’) 

“ That 1s to say, though the subsequent samsthds take a longer time 
‘an performance (than the first samstha@), yet m every one of these, the 
“quantity of soma pounded 1s only “ ten-handfuls,’ as per imjunction 
“« c daca mushtirmemité’ which is applied, by implication, to every one of 
“the samsthds of the Jyotishtoma Thus then, the strength and dura- 
“« bility required (in the pounding slab) bemg the same ın all cases, the 
“ absence of perceptible use and the Arthavada (in “döriyüt”) remain as 
“ mexplıcable as ım the former case 

“It might be argued that—‘the quantity of soma in these latter 
“ sumethas might undergo an increase, on account of the increase in the 
“ number of offerings, and also because of the vessel, taken up for the hold- 
“ mg of the soma-jutce, not being small” 
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“ But this could not be, because we have the quantity of soma precise 
“Jy İmmited by the direct declaration that it should be ‘ten handfuls of 
“ such pieces as have three joints’, consequently, if there be found to be 
“an merease m the nambet of the offerings to be made, the quantity of 
“ the juice should be increased by the addition of water (ind not by taking 
“ more of the soma itself) 

“Thus then the mexphicability of ‘ Dhrtya:’ being common in the 
“ case of all samsthds, the ‘jommg together’ should be taken apart from 
“the later samsthfs also (and hence from the whole Context of the Jyotish 
“ tora) 

FINAL SIDDHANTA 

(Söztra (29) It should belong to the Ukthya and the rest . because 

the significations of the words are quite applicable to them | 

For reasons shown bove, the‘ joming together’ should find a place m 
the samsthis of the Ukthya and the rest And as an increase in the num 
ber of offermgs would mean a corresponding increase in the quantity of 
the substa ice to be offered, the Arthavada (containedin the word ‘ dhrtyav’) 
would be quite explicable ın this case As for the assertion, that ‘the 
quantity of suma-juzce would be increased by the addition of water,’—it 13 
not admissible, because masmuch as the sacrifice is laid down as fo be 
performed with the soma, no othe: substance could rightly be added to it; 
without the authority of a direct scriptural declaration to the effect Conse 
quently under such cucumstances, it would pe the quantity of the soma 
itself that should have to be mcreased But then, thisincrease cannot be 
either in the thickness of the bundles or in the number of jomts (because 
of these two being restricted to ‘ten handfuls ’ and ‘ thiee joints ’ respective 
ly) consequently, the only way m which the quantity of soma juzce could 
be lawfully mcreased would be by getting hold of such pieces ot the 
plant as have their joints at longer mteivals than ıs ordinaitly the case, 
and in this manne: we would have increased the quantity, and yet kept 
withm bounds of the 1estrictions as to the measure of the soma, and also 
preserved the compatibility of the Context and the word “ Diryhasoma’ 
because the ‘length’ of the pieces of the creeper would justify us ın call 
mg the ‘soma’ itself ‘long’ 


Sütra (40) Objection The eulogy would be equally meanıngless 
in both cases ”] [Reply 1 

Sütra (31) It would be quite applicable (to the case of the 
samsthas), because of (the restrictions) not being univer 
sally applicable 
Some people explain the word anityutvat’ as referring to the fact of 

the restrictions as to the quantity of soma not bemg always honomed m 
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actual performance,—the sense being that the quantity of soma could be 
increased 1n ways other than that shown above 

But this explanation cannot be admissible, because such inci ease 
would be ımpossible in the case of such sacrifices as the Satra and the 
Ahina Consequently the word ‘antéyatvat’ must be taken as referrmg to 
the absence of restrictions in regard to the exact quantity of soma to be 
used in the Ablyöha laid down ın the sentence ‘ Avscashtdnameunabhyi- 
het” 

Or the word may be taken as embodyıng the reply ın accordance with 
the Samsthadhakarana (111—v—681 et seq ),—to one who would bring for- 
ward against the Siddhdntz the fact of his theory mvolving a couti-dic- 
tion of the Context ,—the sense of the reply being that the ‘nitya’ (Jyo 
tishtoma) does not take ın the Dirghasoma (on account of the sub-context of 
the samsthüs being distinct from that of the Jyotishtoma itself) 

In regard to the sentence ‘ trizyasavané amçusöko grhyaté,’ there 1s a 
difference of opimion, as this “qıçı” (portion) has also got to be taken 
out of the same soma Consequently the only means that we could rea- 
sonably have for the increasing of the soma would be by taking such 
pieces as have the joints at longer intervals 

For this reason ilso, the ‘joining together’ should find place in 
the late: samsthas (of the Jyotsshtoma) 

Then again, the place of the ‘jommg together’ should be restricted to 
these samsthas alone Because the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ applies to every one 
of the Soma-sacrefices, except the Agnishtoma, and also because like the 
declaration ‘ ya &éna, ete’ the word apples to the late: samsthds (of the 
Jyoteshtoma) as well as to the othe: Soma sacrifices 

That 1s to say, we find thit in the sentence ‘ya tēna anrshtra'nyéna 
yuyeta” (‘one who should perform another sacifice without having previ 
ously performed this Agnishtoma sacrifice’), the word ‘anyéna’ refers, not 
only to the liter samsthas of the Jyotushtoma, but to all sacrifices other than 
the Agunshtoma, and m the same manner, the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ also 
would apply to all sacrifices other than the Agnishtoma, and as such it 
could not be restricted to the later samsöhdə lone, on the sole authority of 
the Context, specially as these sumsthas, being the Vikrtis of the Jyotish 
toma, could be completed by the help of the declaration ‘ Prakrtevadvik: tih 
kartavya’, and as such having no requzrements, they could not have a 
Context of ther own And further, we find that the ‘jommg togetner” 1s 
not enjoined, after the mention of any such accessory of the Original sacrifice 
(Uyofshtoma) as has been taken up for the occasion, because ıt falls 
within the details of the Jyotrshtoma which is the first to be enjomed 

For the fcllowing reason also, there can be no distmct Context 
relating to the samsthas In all cases the Context ceases on being mter 
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rupted by something not connected with its subject, and hence when these 
(samsthüs) have been once ınterrupted by the details of the Jyotishtoma, 
there ıs no idea of the continuous relationship of these (with the ‘jommg 
together ’) 

That ıs to say, if the ‘yownzng together’ were mentioned 1n the sub 
context (of the samsi)üs), after the Ukhtya and the other samsthüs had 
been enjoined, then we could have admitted of the Context (telatıng to 
these samsihüs) As a matter of fact, however, we find that, ın accordance 
with the Samsihüdhokasana (111—vi—41 et seg ), the continuity of the 
samsthüs 13 broken by the mtervenmg mention of such details of the 
Jyctushtoma as do not pertain to the samsthas, and hence the ‘joining to- 
gether’ cannot be said to be meluded ın the Procedure of the samsthas 
Consequently we have neither the authority of the Context, nor that of 
Position or Oider, for taking the ‘joming together’ with the samsthds, 
and ın fact, ıts connection with them 1s indicated by the Syntactcial Connec- 
tion (of the sentence unde: consideration), and we find that this sentence 
actually connects the “going together’ as much with the samsihds as with 
all sacrifices other than the Jyotastoma Consequently ıt must be taken as 
belonging to all the Soma-sacrifices (with the single exception of the 
Agnishtoma) 


575-250. o... Bi th My tt, et Ma, 


ADHIKARANA (12) 
(The prohibition of the Pravargy refers to the First Performance ] 


Sütra (32) “The sentence mentioning the number would apply 
to the whole sacrifice, because of the Context ” 


The Pravurgya is mentioned without :eference to any particular sacri- 
fice, ın the sentence ‘yat pravargyam pravrnyantı” , and it is only by the 
syntactical connection of such sentences as " purastédupasaddm pravargyan 
carant: that ıt becomes connected with a sacrifice, and this Pravargya 
betakes itself to the Jyottshtoma, in acco: dance with the Satra 111—v:—2 
specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrifice that the Upa 
sads are laid down, and by the time that these would go over to the 
vikriıs on the strength of Inference, the Pravargya would also go to them 
It 1s for this reason that the Bhdshya has sad —Jyotishtomë pratargyam 
prakriya gruyaté (though in reality the Pravargya is not mentioned in the 
Context of Jyotishtoma) 

Or ıt may be that,—inasmuch as ın the Kaushitaki-Brahmana, 1t 18 
in the Jyotuhtoma-Context that we find the Pravargya laid down, in a 
certain order of sequence,—the Bhashya-statement ıs based upon a refer 
ence to this fact 

In regard to this Pravargya, it is declared—‘na prathamé yayma 
pravrnjyðt’ (‘one should not perform the Pravargya m the first sacrifice °) 

And with reference to this last sentence there arises a doubt as to 
whether the expression ‘ First Sacrifice’ refers to the Jyotishtoma with all 
its samethds and all its various developments, or to only the first perform 
ance of that sacrifice 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“(1) Because the expression is co extensive with ‘sacrafice’, (2) 
“ because the word prathama (‘first’) 1s distinctly found to be synony 
mous with the ‘Jyoteshtoma, as found im the sentence ‘ésha värva pra 
“thaméd yaşmanüm yaş? yotushtomak”, (3) because the sentence ‘ya ölend 
“‘anishtud, etc’ shows that the Jyolzshtoma 1s the sacrifice to be performed 
“before all other sacrifices, which shows that the word ‘First’ apples to 
“ that sacrifice, (4) and because of the indications by the Context (in which 
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“the sentence under consideration occurs),—[the expression “ First Saeri- 
‘fice’ should be taken as referring to the whole of the Jyotihtoma] 

“ Objechon ‘If we take the expression asreferring to the First Per- 
“formance of the Jyotishtoma (viz the Agnəshtoma) only, that also would 
“be quitein keepmg with the Context’ 

‘Reply How could that be in keeping with the Context, when even 
‘ though the Prohibition of the Pravargya, like the prohibitions of the 
“ Homa, Dina, Paka, ete for the initiated person applies, through Context, 
“to the whole of the Jyoteshtoma,—yet, by syntactical connection, it is 
“sought to be taken along with only one performance of it (the First), and 
“the Context 1s left wholly inoperative ? 

“Then again, as a matter of fact, the fact of the prohibition in 
‘question applying to the whole Jyotishtoma as also indicated by Syntactical 
“ Connection , and then, if there were any sacritice capable of bemg per- 
“formed first (1e even hefore the Jyotishtoma),—then alone could the 
‘Prohibition not be taken as pertamıng exclusively to the Jyotishtoma. 
“ As a matte: of fact, however, there is no such other sacrifice , conse- 
“ quently, the Syntaetıcal Connection could not but be taken as referrmg 
“to the Jyotuhtoma, which is found to be the only sacmfice capable of 
“irst performance , and this not affecting the Context adversely, would 
“ıb still involve its contradiction ? 

“ For these reasons, for the sake of the Context also, ıt must be 
‘admitted that the sentence ın question, contaming the mention of the 
“number ‘first,’ refers to the Jyotishtoma ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Süt: a (33) It (the “ Ferst’) is conditionally relative, through 
the connection of the Performer, because the Indicative Power 
(of the word) 18 actually determined by that 


If the word ‘Prathama (‘Furst’) were a name of the Syoteshtona it 
self, then what has been said in the Parvapaksha would be quite admis 
sible Asa matter of fact, however, it is found to be expressive of the 
Perfor mance 

That ıs to say, what the word “ Prathama’ actually denotes is that 
operation of the Performer which precedes all has other operations, and not 
any paiticular Action, and 1t 1s only by its connection with the said opera 
tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also, but this too would 
be possible when the Action would be undergomg such an operation as 
that pomted out Specially as when one is found to be going on with the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyot:shtoma), he 13 not spoken 
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of as ‘performing the first’, nor ıs one, who 1s not actually performəng 
a sacrifice, called ‘the performer of the first sacrifice’ | 

Thus then, the word ‘ First’ having been shown to be denotative of the 
first operation, if it be applied, by indirect indication, to that which has 
that (firstness) as its qualification (the Jyotishtoma sacrifice f 1), then 
that would mvolve a certain degree of remoteness (of the word) from its 
objective, and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases where 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible without it ,—e g in the 
sentence ‘aha vava prathamo yaşmünüm, &c’ In the case in question, 
however, we do not find the character of ‘Fust’ incapable of bemg taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargya), consequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that we could apply ıt to the sacrifice (Jyotushtoma), even ın course of its 
first performance, and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances (by the same sacrifice.) would be 
very much remoter mdeed ! 

Objection “In that case the first pen/o) mance of any and every 
“ sacrifice would come to be the condition of the Prohibition in ques- 
Reply Such would have been the case, if the sentence ın question 
were an Injunction As a matter of fact, however, 16 18 a Prohibitron , 
and as such requires a declaration of the possibility of that whieh it 
prohibits, and not finding any possibility of the performance of the 
Pravargya, either in the ordinary actions of the world, o m the course 
of such Vedie actions, as Study of the Vedas, Kindling of the Pure, Agm- 
hotra, Darca-Piinamasa, and the lıke, —ıt naturally leaves these actions 
alone, and betakes itself to the Soma sacrifices, thiough the capability 
(of these latter, of having the Pravargya performed ın their wake) And 
among these too, ıt ıs to the Jyotishtoma that ıt betakes itself, ın accor- 
dance with the law of the Anarabhyavdda, and of that again, only to 
the very first peryormance, because of the word ‘ prathama’ 

Consequently the relative term ‘ First’ must be taken as with refer- 
ence to the second and subsequent performances of the same sxcrifice 
(the Jyotushtoma), as these would be most near the First Perfor- 
mance, as well as of the same kind with it Otherwise, if it were made 
relative to other saciifices furthe: removed from the First Performance 
(of the Jyotishtoma), then that would mvolve a great remoteness of the 
relationship 

For these reasons, we must reject the Context, and taking oui stand 
upon Syntactic:l Connection, hold the Profabiteon of the Pravaigya to 
apply to the First Performauce only of the Jyotishtoma (1e only to the 
Aguishtoma portion of it) 

157 
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In the Taıttınıya text, we find a furthe: Injunction of the Prarargya, 
ın the sentence “ Agnshtomé pravrnakt.’ With regard to this there is a 
diversity of opinion 

(1) Some people declare thus ‘‘If this further Injunction be taken 
as referring to the Second and subsequent performances, then, inasmuch 
as we have never found any Prohibition of the Piavargya with reference 
to these performances (the aforesaid P:ohibition distinctly referrmg to the 
‘ First Performance’), the ınyunction of its performance in connection 
with the other performances would be contained in the previous sentence, 
‘yat pravargayam pravrnjant.’, and the further Injunction would be a 
useless repetition Consequently 1t must be taken as referrmg to the 
First Performance (of the Jyotishtoma), and thus the Piohzbition under 
question, being set aside by this subsequent Injunction, would find scope 
for itself ın the “first performance’ of another sacrifice (other than the 
Agnəshtoma) ” 

But this 1s not admissible, because the Agnishtoma exists as the sams- 
tha (the first to be performed), ın connection with other sacrifices also 
Nor ıs the epithet ‘fist’ free to be applied to any sacrifice , because we 
have the Direct Declaration—‘ Ya éténa anishiva, etc’—which restricts it 
to the Jyotishtoma alone,—and the name “ Prathamayajnah’ (‘Enst sacri- 
fice”) means ‘that sacrifice which is the first to be performed,’ and as 
such cannot apply to any sacrifice other than the Jyotihtoma 

(2) In view of this, some people offer the followmg explanation 
“ The Prohibition apphes to the ‘firat performance” of the Atrdtra-sec- 
ion of the Jyotishtoma, and the subsequent Injunction apphes to the 
Agnishtoma Because the Afsrdtva also 1s laid down, as the ‘first to be 
performed’ ın certain cases, ın the sentence “Tasmdf prathamam yaşamüno 
ter ütrüna. yagéta’ Thus then, we find that the Prohibition (referring, in 
general terms, to the ‘ Farst perfor mance’) 1s common to both (the Atratra 
and the Agnishtoma), while the later Ingunctcon apples particularly to 
the Agnsshtoma only, consequently in regad to this latte: sacrifice, 1 1s 
the Injunction that 1s the more authoritative ” 

But even this explanation 1s not admissible, because, inasmuch as 
the name “ Agnishtoma’ also 18s common to many othe: performances and 
sacrifices, the Injunction in quest ct cannot but be regarded as common 
to all these (and not particularly to the Agnshtoma of the Jyoteshtoma) 

(3) In view of all this, the third alternative proposed 1s the follow- 
mg The Prohibition of the Pravargya 18 always applicable to the ‘first 
performance” of the Atzratra, and bemg alternatively optional with regard 
to the Agmshtoma, ın connection with this latter, it is both prohibited and 
en?osned 

Against this explanation, some people bring forward the followme 
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objections “What ıs here said would have been quite possible, if the 
“sentence ‘na prathamayayné, etc’ were a real Prohibition , as a matter of 
‘fact, however, all such sentences are mere Paryudüsas (partial preclu- 
“ sions), as will be shown, in Adhyaya X, under the sitra ‘ amva vakya- 
“ çöshah syüt” , and we find that the sentence does not form part (syntaetı 
“ cally) of the sentence dealing with the Agnishtoma If the sense of the 
“ sentence be explained as that “the Pravargya 1s to be performed ın that 
“ Agnishtoma which is: not the first to be performed’ (the ‘na’ being taken 
“with ‘ praihamayaşne) and not with ‘ pravrny ante *),—then, inasmuch as 
“ thıs performabılıty will have been laid down ın that general Injunction 
“ (“yat pravargyam pı axrı? anti”), irs injunction in yet another sentence 
“ € Agnishtomé pravrnakt:’) would be altogether useless Consequently, 
“the sentence (‘na prathamayajné, etc ”) must be taken as connected with 
“(and following im the wake of) the said general Injunction,—thereby mean- 
“ mg that “the pravargya that ıs performed should be m that which 18 not- 
“ first”, and thereby the upshot of ıt comes to be that the prohibteon of 
“the Pravargya applies to the Atırātıa Then agai, one and the same 
“ sentence cannot be taken as connected with both the sentences (relating 
“to the Atiraitra and the Agnzshtoma), as ıt has all its requirements 
‘fulfilled by the connection of asingle sentence Thus then, there bemg 
“no exception to the Injunction of the Pravargya in connection with the 
“ Agnishtoma, ait should be performed, without fail, along with that saeri- 
“ fice (and not optionally as explained above)” 

To these objections, the following reply 13 given What is here de 
clared would have been quite possible, if the sentence in question were a 
Paryudasa (partial preclusion), but as a matter of fact, it cannot be a 
Paryudüsa , asın that case, ıt could not be taken as connected (syntactically) 
with another sentence, winle such connection of it you have yourself 
proved, with reference to the sentence mentioning the Agn:sAfoma , and as 
1egards the sentence mentioning the Afıröfra, ıt would be connected with 
this sentence also, 1f ıt were uttered at the time of the fulfilling of the re- 
quirements of the Procedure of the Afsr@tra, but this you have omitted 
to mention And as a matter of fact, the method of the myunctions of all 
samsthas ıs similar, and we do not find any prohibition in the sub con- 
text,and the sentence cannot be taken as connected with the words 
t Prakytwad vikrirk kartavyü” as used with reference to the Af::3tra, which 
18 separated from ıt by the mtervention of all the other sentences dealing 
with the Jyotishfoma Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a 
Prohibition (and not as a Paryudasa), exactly lıke the sentence—' the Pra- 
yajas are not performed along with the Pagu-sacrifice ” 

Objection “Even xf ıt were a Prohibition, it could only be taken as 
“applying to the origmal sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma) ” 
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Reply Such would be the case, only if its application to the Modi- 
fications were not possible, as a matter of fact, inasmuch as such ap- 
pleation depends solely upon the possibility of the performance, it occurs 
mn both (the orginal sacrifice as well as its modifications), irrespective of 
the fact of its applying to the one by Duect Injunction, and to the 
othe: by Induect Implication, and in support of this we could biing 
forwaid the contention contained in the Satra WI—vi—2 

Objection “ What you assert could be reasonable, only if it served 
“ the same purpose in connection with both (the Original and its Modifica 
“ tion), as a matter of fact, however, it serves distinct purposes , as with 
“reference to the Original (Jyotishtoma) it 1» wholly optional, while with 
“ reference to the Ali:ratza, the Piohibition is absolutely necessary ” 

Reply It is not so, as it will be shown under the söfra— Prat: 
çödhah pradëçë ' ntrabhyaredhane ca pröptapratıshaddhatdd oskalpah yt? 
(X— vu —1) Thenagain, inasmuch as a Prohibition of that whose perfor 
mance 18 not possible witlont a sciiptural Injunction, would not be possible, 
without having presupposed the possibility of such performance,—the 
Prohibition itself would necessitate the assumption of the said Injunc 
tion And if the existence of this latter be once accepted, then, inas 
much as both the Injunction and the Prohibition would be equally serip- 
tural, both would be equally authoritative , and consequently there would 
always be an option with regard to the Aa “ia Jhus then, on account 
of the fact of its being mentioned twice, and of the difference in the time 
of the application of the Duect Declaration and the Indnect [mplication, 
it would be by fart the most :easonable to take the Prohibition as pertain 
ing to the Original sacrifice (the Jyoteshtoma) 

Objection “Such bemg the case, masmuch as the injunction (of 
“the Piavargya) in conection with the origmal sacrifice would have 
“been supplied by the sentence—‘agnshtomé pravrnakte’ —the former 
“sentence (‘yat pravaigyam piavinjgant,’) which does not occurin the con 
“ text of any particular » vrrfice, would be totally useless ” 

Reply Thuis objection does not hold, because while this latte: sen 
tence (‘yat pravargyam, et”) would serve as the O:igimative Injunction 
(of the Pravargya), the other sentence (‘ Agnishtomé pravrnakit”) would 
lay down its particulu application (thus serving as its Venryogavidhz) , 
and thus there would be two distinct pur poses served by the two senten: es 
Or, the sentence ‘yat piararyyam, etc ” could be taken as serving the pu 
pose of laying down the Pravargya in connection with the sacrifices other 
than the Agnishtoma 

Objection “In that case, the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc 
€ be swallowed up by the subsequent sentence (‘ Agneshtomé, etc *) 

Reply Such swallowmg or recapitulation would be hy no me ins pos 


, 


v ould 
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sible Because only that general assertion ıs swallowed up by the particula: 
one, which, by itself incapable of bemg directly connected with a sacrifice, 
happens to be, somehow on other, connected with 1t indirectly,—eg the 
number ‘seventeen’ Whinlein the case in question we find that the sen- 
tence ‘yut pravaryyam, cte ,’ by itself, is capable of being directly connected 
with the sacrifice , and as such, it does not deserve to be swallowedup For 
this reason too, 16 would appeu to pertum to the modfications (of the 
Jyotishtoma) And in that case, the sentence ‘na prathaumayagné’ could 
very well be taken along with the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc” , and 
consequently, the non-perfo mance of the Pravargya would be absolutely 
necessary, m connection with the first perfor mance of the Atwratra , while 
in connection with the Agneshtoma, it would be its performance that would 
be absolutely necessary , as in regard to this latter, the Pravargya forms 
the object of the sole Injunction (€ Agnishtom®, ete °), specially as ıt has 
already been shown that the Prohibitive sentence (‘na prathamayayna, 
ete °) is not capable of bomg taken along with the sentence dealing 
with the Agnishtoma (‘ Aynushtomé, ete °) 

The following conclusions are what appear to be the outcome of all 
this discussion The sentence ‘yah pravargyam, etc’ does not betake itself 
to anywhere else except the original sacrifice For if it did so, it would be 
take itself also to the Eski, Pacubandha aud the other wholly heterogeneous 
sacrifices, which as a matter of fact it cannot do, as m that case the 
restriction of its position, in the sentence ‘ purastadupasadam’ (before the 
Upasads), would not be compatible, consequently 1t could apply only to 
that sacrifice where we could have the Upasads, so, ov account of the 
difference in the time of the possibility of its pe:formance,—inasmuch 
as we have the Upasads in the original (Jyotushtoma) sacrifice,—the 
Pravargya would apply to it, even without the further declaration (in the 
sentence ‘ Agnishtomé, etc °), and it docs so all the more, because of this 
additional Direct declaration And we have already shown under the 
“ Caturdha-karunidhikarana’ (111—1—28 et seq ), that there ıs a swallow- 
ing up of such sentences, even when their relationship to a generic factor 
18 distinctly cogmisable 

Fo. these reasons, the two sentences heing an ÖOlriginative Injunction 
and an Injunction of Application respectively, they cannot be taken as the 
mere Tepetitions of each other 

Such being the case, the sentences would be actually connected with 
those sacrifices, ın whose Context the Pravargya will be found to be men- 
tioned Thus then, if out of both the sentences (‘yah pravargyum, ete’ and 
: Agnishtomé, etc °) we could get the same sense that ‘ the Piavaryya 18 to be 
performed m the Agnishtoma,’--then these would be quite reconcilable 
with the sentence ‘na prafhamayaş hö, ete / which latte. would mean that 
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‘the Pravargya is to be performed ın that Agnishtomu which 18 not the first 
to be performed,’ and thus this latter sentence being a Paryudasa, the 
non-performance of the Pravargya would be absolutely necessary ın all 
“ First Performances ” 

For these reasons, we must explain the Siddhadnta ın the following 
manner The sentence ‘yah pravargyam, etc’ having been shown to be 
applicable to the original sacııfice, the sentence “ Agmsh{omé pravrnaktı” 
found to be of no other use, comes to be taken as calenlated to serve the 
purpose of pointing out the occasional allowability of what has been pro 
hibited (the sense of the sentence being that though the performance of 
the Pəavarqya has been prohibited ın regard to all ‘ First Performances’, 
yet if ıt be peiformed along with the Agnishfoma, which also is a ‘ First 
perfor mance’, that would be allowable) 

Objection “It has been shown above that the sentence ‘na prathama- 
yagné etc ” 18 not a prohibition ” 

Reply We take it as a prohibition, for the purpose of making out 
some use for the sentence “ agnishtomé, etc ”, and specially as it has been 
shown that the sentence cannot be taxen as Paryudüsa, along with this 
latter sentence Nor does the sentence ‘ yah pravargyam, etc’ apply only to 
those sacrifices that are not Agushtoma , when the sentence could be taken 
as a, Paryuddsa referring to that Consequently both the sentences must 
be taken as applymg to the Agnishtoma 

Consequently, even if the sentence unde: consideration be a Paryudasa, 
yet, on account of the denotative power of the two sentences, we must 
accept both (performance and non performance of the Pravargya) as 
optional alteinatives Because, if we had its performance ın all cases (ın 
accordance with the Injunction ‘ Agneshtomé, etc °), then the Paryudasa (‘na 
prathamayajné, etc °) would become wholly useless, while if we had no 
performance of ıt at all (ın accordance with this latter sentence), then the 
former Injunction would be useless 

Thus then, we find that the necessity of taking the two as optional 
alternatives, for fear of which you had recourse to the theory of Paryudasa, 
13 found to remam also when the Par yudasa 1s accepted Consequently, 
it 1s far more reasonable to accept the sentence as a Prohibition, as 18 in 
dicated by the words themselves 

Thus then, we come to conclude that it is ın the Furst Performance of 
the Agmashtoma that we have both optional alternatives (the Prohibition 
applymg to ıt on account of its being a ‘first performance,’ while the 
Injunction does so on account of its being the Agnishtoma) Then too 
when we meet with such a declaration, as—‘ f a Çrofriya happens to be 
a Teacher of Vedas, he must perform the Pravargya’ ,—then ın that case 
imasmuch as the sentence (‘ Agmshtomë, etc’) which makes the Pravargya- 
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performance allowable in the Agmshtoma, and which ig the sole ground 
for the optional alternative, comes to refer to a particular perfor- 
mer (the Civtrya who is a teacher of Vedas),—the optional alternative 
(that of the performance of the Pravargya in the Agnishtoma) would hold 
good only for that performer, while for all others, the only course 
admissible would be never to perform the Pi avargya ın the Agnishtoma 

Questoon “Is a non-Crotriya (one who has not read the Veda) ever 
“entitled to the performance of Vedic sacrifices,—that ib should have 
“ been considered necessary to qualify the performer as ‘a Crotraya’?” 

Answer It1s quite true that when a word 1s found to express something 
that ıs already known, the use of that word, for the sake of expressing 
that alone, 1s considered useless, consequently the force of the word 
“Çrobiya” must be taken as pomting to the excellent Crotmya , eg 
m the sentence ‘the girl should be given to a handsome man, the word 
‘handsome’ 1s taken in the sense of ‘handsomer’ The mention of the word 
“anücüna” (Teacher of Vedas) 1s meant to preclude the Vasgya and 
the Kshattriya, as, though they are entitled to be Crotrryas, yet they can 
never be ‘ Teachers ’ 

What has been said above applies to the case of the Atidira also 
In this case we find that the prohibition ‘na prathamayagné, etc’ 18 quite 
applicable to ıt, and then not bemg Agnishtomd, ib 18 not subject to the 
declaration of the allowability of the performance (ın the sentence ‘ Agnesh- 
fome, etc’), consequently ıt comes to be concluded that the ‘ Pravargya 
should never be performed in the Afwatra’ 

As for the other modifications (of the Jyotshtoma), masmuch as 
none of these would be ‘first performances,’ the Prohibition could not 
apply to them, and hence ıt would be absolutely necessary to perform 
the Pravurgya in connection with these 

Objection “Inasmuch as the Prohibition ‘na prathamayajn®, etc” 
“would induectly apply to those other modifications as well,—and 
‘they would not bave the character of the Aynzshtoma, which is the only 
“€ condition of the allowability of the Pravargya performance,—there should 
“never be a performance of the Pravargya, at the first perfo:mances of 
“ these sacrifices ” 

Reply It ıs not so, because the word ‘prathama’ ( First”) by 1t- 
self, applying to that which precedes all others, could never apply (even 
indirectly ) to those modifications 

Thus then, ıt ıs established that the Prohibition contamed in the 
sentence under consideration (‘na prathamayagné etc’) refers to the First 
performance of the simple Jyotushtoma by telf 
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ADHIKARANA (13) 
(The grinding of Piisha’s share is to be done at the Vol ziz sacrifices ) 


Soöztva (84) The grinding of Pusha’s share ıs recognised as 
pertaınıng to the ectypes, because it ıs not enjoined with 
regard to the archetypes 


[In connection with the Darga Piinamisa, we find the sentence 
Tasmat Püshü praposhtabhüqah, adatko hə sah (‘Thus then Pushan has his 
share giound, because he is without teeth’), and m regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether this grzading is to be done in the 
Vekria sacrifice or in the Prakrt: | And on this question we have a 
conflict between Syntactical Connection and Context, and hence in 
accordance with the ‘Law of the Joiming togethei,” 111—ni—24 et seq), 
it is clear that the Gending is to be done in the Vekriz , and the subject 
is yet intioduced again, simply with a view to serve as the introduction 
to the next Adhikarana 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
[The Grinding of Pushu’s share applies only to the Rice.) 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


Stitra (85): “The grinding applies to all offering materials 
equally ; because of non-distinction.” 


[“ Whatever may be the particnlar material to be offered to Pushan, 
be it Rice, or Cake, or the Animal Body,—it is necessary to urind it; as 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the Grinding, 
as to the particular material to which it should apply.” ] | 


SIDDHANTA. 


Satra (36): But it should apply to the grain only; because 
in the case of the Cake, it is necessarily implied by the 
useful purpose served by it; and in the case of the animal 
body, it could not apply to it, because of incongruity. 


Some people might nrge that—“ Inasmuch as the Cake could be 
made even if the grinding done were of the ordinary kind (not the Vedic 
one), the Vedic grinding could not be necessarily implied by the very 
nature of the Cake and the purpose served by the grindiny (as declared 
in the Saira).” 

To this we make the following reply: By the word “ariha” we 
mean the help accorded to the original sacrifice; of this help, in the ori- 
ginal sacrifice, the means of accomplishment has been found to consist of 
the grinding; and this previously-cognised grinding implies the same in 
the Cake also. 

In the case of the animal body, there would be a deficiency in the 
character of the Primary offering. Because the primary offering has 
been recognized as being in the shape of the Heart, ete.; and this could 
be done only by cutting these limbs out of the body But when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
Rven though it might be possible to make those shapes out of the 
pounded mass of flesh, yet in this case the names ° Heart’ and the rest 
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would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesh only secondarily,— 
just like the name “gacaya” to the animal made of clay; and that 
causes a deficiency in the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that ‘the piece is to be cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body’; and when the Heart, etc, have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or Rice}, 
that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering material, 
and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposes served by it; conse- 
quently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken as 
applying to the Grain. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the condition that has been laid down for 
“the grinding—viz. the absence of teeth—is applicable to all kinds of 
“ offerings, the grinding in question becomes applicable to the Cake and 
“the Animal Body also, the Cuttings of the Pieces and its attendant 
“ accessories should be offered after being ground down (the grinding 
“being done after the limbs have been cut out). Nor do werfind the 
“ grinding ‘necessarily implied’ (in the case of the Cake) or ‘ incompat- 
€ ible’ (in the case of the Animal body).” 

Reply: Inasmuch as the actual offering of the limbs is laid down as 
following immediately after their cutting out, it could not be proper to inter- 
rupt this immediate sequence by bringing in the grinding in the middle; 
specially as the sentence ‘ because he is without teeth,’ which appears to 
be the statement of a reason,is meant to be a mere Praise, as we shall 
show later on. 

Consequently, the Injunction must be taken to be of the grinding of 
that alone which happens to be in due order for it. 

When the sentence under consideration is taken with reference to 
each of the three kinds of offering materials, it leads to the following 
conclusions: (1) in regard to the Cake, being necessarily implied by its 
usefulness, the mention of grinding would be the mere recalling of a previ- 
ous fact; (2) in regard to the Grain, it would serve as laying down the 
allowability of the grinding in this particular case (of the offering being 
meant for Pishan); (3) and in regard to the Animal-Body, it could only 
be taken as the injunction of something wholly new. And certainly, a 
single sentence could never be rightly taken in three diverse forms. 
Consequently, it being necessary to take it in a single form, we naturally 
accept the second of the above three forms; because it is the simplest of 
the three, and serves a distinctly useful purpose. 

Thus then it is established that the grinding applies to the Grain 
only. 
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Sutra (80) Objection “In the case of the Grain also” 


[In the case of the Grain also, we find that the word ‘ Caru’ (‘cooked 
giain’) is applicable only when each grain is distinctly visible and cooked , 
and if ıt were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, not 
distinct grains, but a single mass of cooked flour, which would lead to as 
great an ‘incongruity’ as the grinding of the Anzmal Body | 


Sutra (38) Reply “Not so, because ıt 1s the name of a pecu 
larly cooked preparation” 


There is no mcongruity of purpose in the case of the Grain Because 
the condition of all things is determined by ordinaiy experience, and it 18 
a matte: of ordinary experience that it 1s a certain cooked preparation 
that is called ‘Oar u’ (cooked grain) 

That ıs to say, though the word ‘Caru 15 used in the sense of the 
‘cooked nice’ and “ Caru biead,”—yet masmuch as one and the same word 
could not 11ghtly be accepted as having moze than one signification, we 
take the word ‘Oaru’ as signifying that element which is common to the 
‘eooked 11ce’ and the ‘biead’, and that element consists in the fact of the 
(1) witer in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2) in that 
of its being hot mside, and (8) in that of its being thoroughly well 
cooked 

The Bhashya says—‘ pukshoktam phalum’—(‘the use of the mquiry lies 
in whit has been shown to be the conclusion in each case,—according to 
the Pirvapaksha the grind nq is done to all offermg materials, while 
according to the Siddhdnta, it is done to the Caru ouly’) But this is 
not much of a use explaimed, asiegards the Pū rapaksha,—the principal 
end of which lies, not m the appliation of grinding to the Cake, but 
in that of applymg ıt to the Animal Body,—though, it is tine, that the 
case of both ıs almost identical 


ADHIKARANA (15) 


{The Grinding of Pusha’s Share finds place only ın that Caru which is 
dedicated to Pös2an alone) 


Stra (39) (There should be a grinding of the Caru) only 
when there s one (Deity), because (the mention of 
grinding 18) connected with one (Deity) only 


Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Grinding 18 to 
be done also when the offering of that Caru 1s meant for two Derhes— 
Indra and Pushan,—oı only when ıt 13 meant for Pushan alone And 
as the question ıs subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Catuidha 
karana’ and the “ Indvapita’ Adhokarana (11I—1—26 et seq, and JII—n 
—27 et seq ) —we (omit the Pin vapaksha and) start off with the-- 


SIDDHANTA 


Inasmuch as we find the sentence, unde: consideration, which lays 
down the grinding, speaking of Pëshan alone as having his “share ground, 
the Grinding would apply to that Caru alone which is dedicated to 
(and meant for) Pöshan only 


Sitra (40) Also because of the incongruity involved in the 
particular action (when applied to any other Ca? w) 


For the following reason also, the grinding shot İd be done only to that 
Caru which is meant for Piishin alone —In the case of the Cars meant 
for two deities (Pushan and India), would you grind the whole of it o 
only half? If the latter, then the cooking of ıt would be deranged, and 
it the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up 

That ıs to say, if only half of the Caru were ground and the othe: 
half left unground, the ground half would become cooked veiy much 
sooner than the othe: half, consequently, if the whole thing would be 
removed from the oven as soon as the ground halt would be ready cooked, 
then the other half would 1:emain uncooked , while if we were to wait for 
this latte. to become ready cooked (before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground half would become melted off in a 
single mass (of flonı) A careful and neat method of cooking makes even 
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a ‘cooked rice’ of the ground grain also, but this would be absolutely 
impossible m the way suggested (by the Pirvapaksha) It might be 
suggested that the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the fire first, and when that should have become half-cooked, then the 
ground half would be put m (and then the two portions would be ready 
by the same time} But in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of the offering material (meant for the two deities conjointly) would 
disappear Then, lastly, if for the sake of Püshan, Indra’s share were 
also ground, then the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up, and if 
the portion of one Deity happened to be offered to another, that would 
mean a great anomaly m the sacrifice 

Objection “ What you say now would apply to your theory also, as 
regards those offerings that are meant for two Derties conjomtly Be 
“cause in the case of the Caru, or the Ammal Body, or the Oake, being 
“ offered to two Deities,—before the offering is actually made, there ış one 
“ whole mass of the substance to be offered, and thus certainly there is a 
“mixture of the portions of various Deities And m fact you admit of 
“this mixing up of the portions,—on the ground that there 1s no incon 
“ gruity in the mixed up offerings being simultaneously made to the Jont 
“ Deities ” 

Reply This non-mcongruity would be possible only in such cases 
where the sacrificial Details are such as are calculated to help in the 
bringimg about of the sacrificial Apiirva (as we hold the g nding to be) 
as for you, on the other hand, you hold this g? indeng to be something 
pertaining to the Deity (Püshan) 

That is to say, for us the Grinding is meant to be an ard in the bring 
ing about of the Apiirva of thit sacrifice which has Pashan for its Deity , 
and hence, masmuch as such an Apirva would not be possible in the case 
of a sacrifice which would have two Detties, Grinding could never apply in 
such cases In fact, in the case of other kinds of offering materials also 
meant for two Deities, the conditions are the same (ze the pecuharities 
im the material are meant to aid in the bringing about of the particular 
Apirvas), and as such the Derty 1s always the secondary element Conse 
quently, masmuch as there can be no repetition of the Principal factor for 
the sake of the secondary, ıt 18 held that even ın such cases (of tuo Derties ) 
the actual oferıng is made once only, and hence the Portions of all the 
Deities (jointly) bemg offered all at once, there 1s no harm done by the 
misture (in the final Apirva, which ia the only result of the offering, 
according to om view) For you, on the other hand, it is not possible to 
speik of the grunding as we have done (1e as helping in the bringing 
about of the Apiiiva), and hence you must take it as due to the partıcu- 
lar Deity And in that case, the Deities being the Principal element, 
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each would want its portion separately, and the offering also would have 
to be made accordingly And from the very beginning, it has been a 
settled fact that there is only one Portion (that meant for Püshan) that 
has to be giound, and thus there would be the anomaly in cooking (as 
shown above) 

It may be suggested that—“ even that portion which is meant to be 
“tın whole grams of nce could be ground down, for the sake of the um 
“ formity in cooking ” 

But ın reply to this, we urge the following argaments Until the 
Portions have been differentiated out of the whole mass of substance, we 
do not know how much of ıt 18 the portion of which Deity , and as such till 
then there is no harm done by the mixing up of the Portions But when 
the differentiation has been made, masmuch as the Portions could not be 
mixed up again unless we actually had a text authorizing such mixing up, 
it becomes absolutely necessary to offer the Portions separately and m 
that case, 1f the portion of one Deity were offered to another, there would 
be a great anomaly in the sacrifice 

Nox could ıt be urged that the two portions (the ground and the 
unground) would be cooked im separate vessels Because the Veda lays 
down the Caru as the material to be offered, in the words “ Ca? ım, ete’ 
v here ‘ Carum’ bemg the object enjomed, its number (the singular) could 
not but be regarded as significant, consequently if it were put into two 
vessels, there would be two Carus, which would involve a contiadiction of 
the said scriptural text 

Thus then we conclude that the grinding could not but be incongt uous, 
as regards the ‘ Caru’ meant for two Derties , and consequently ıt should 
not be performed in the case of such Carus 

[But upon the above we have the following arguments for the 


PURVAPAKSHA ] 


sutra (41) “Even m a case where Püshan is coupled with 
“another Deity (we would have the Grinding), as the 
“presence of that Deity (Pasha) is the only condition 
“(laid down for it)” 


“We could have the grinding even in those cases where we had 
“ Püshan coupled with another Deity Because ıf the grinding were laid 
“down either for that offermg which is meant for Püshan alone, or for 
“that which forms pait of the sacrifice to Püshan ,—then, in that case, 
“there could have been no grinding in regard to the Caru meant for two 
“ Deities, on account of its not being declared to be fo, that purpose As 
“ a matte: of fact, however, we find that the only condition Jaid down 
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“for the Grinding is the presence of Püshan, and not any substance 
“qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmuch as the character of the Deity 
“of a, sacrifice is pervasive (that is, the Deific character pervades as one 
“complete whole over both Deities in a Two-Deity sacrifice), though 
“ the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Püshan) could not be 
“ spoken of as ‘one qualified by Pūshan as its Deity,’ yet by this it is not 
“ meant that either Piishan, or his Portion, does not exist in connection 
“with that sacrifice; as will be declared in connection with the Manota 
“(in Adhyaya X) that ‘though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
“mean that he does not inhere in it” Consequently, even if the deific 
“character does not belong to Püshan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
“ sacrifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presence of 
“ Pushan, even when the Caru would be meant for two Deities (Indra and 
“Piishan),—it is always cognized that half of it is the portion of 
“ Püshan alone, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under 
“Suira X—iii—53; and thus when we would come to do the grinding of 
“this portion of the Qaru, then, in accordance with the ‘Law of 
“ Kansyabhoj.’ (which makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat ont 
“ of the Kansya vessel, for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance 
“which makes it necessary for him to eat’out of such vessel, and for 
“ whom it is necessary to eat only of what has been left by his Teacher), 
“as the condition of even that which may be the secondary factor might 
‘affect that of the other, the Portion of the other Deity also would come 
“to be ground, (for the sake of the grinding of Pūsha’s portion); and 
“ there would be nothing objectionable in this. If, however, it be found 
“undesirable to do something (the grinding of Indra’s portion) not 
“ directly laid down, and it be concluded to grind only the Half meant for 
“ Püshan,—even then, the proper cooking of both (the ground and the un- 
“ground grain) could be done by some clever stroke of the culinary art. 
“ Or, we could very legitimately do away with the-necessity of the minor 
“ details of the fact of the cooking of both being simultaneous, or that of 
“ both being cooked in the same vessel; and thus we should do the 
“grinding (of Püsha”s portion even in the case of the Caru being meant 
‘for both Indra and Püshan). 

“ It has been argued above (under Sūtra 39) that “the Laws of the 
“ Chaturdhakarana and that of Indrapitu would apply to the case in ques- 
“tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 
“words of the sentence laying it down)? And to this we make the 
“following reply: As for the compound (in “ Indrupitw’) and the word 
“formed by a nominal affix (ie. ‘ Agnéya’}, these can never appear in 
“connection with such words as are incapable of affording the sense 
‘‘required ; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do not 
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“admit the capability of the word expressive of one Deity referring to 
“that which belongs to two Deities That is to say, ın the case of the 
“ words “ Agnéya’ and ‘Indrapzta,’ we find that they are fully capable of 
“ referring to Agni and Indra respectively, and as such cannot in any case 
“ refer to that which belongs to two Deities, but in the sentence under 
“ consideration we find that the word ‘Pusha’ does not occur in a com- 
“pound, (and hence there is no exclusive capability belonging to it), 
“ hence even though the compound ‘Prapishtabhagah’ 18 dependent upon 
“ something else, yet a reference to the Caru meant for two Deities does 
“ not deprive the word ‘Pusha’ of any recognized capability , and hence 

“€ there can be nothing objectionable in speaking of the offering meant fot 
€ Indra and Pishan as ‘one meant for Büshan” 


Sutra (42) “Also because we perceive an Indicative Force” 


€ The reason (for grinding) that is given is—‘ because Püshan əs wth- 
“ out teeth’, and this clearly indicates that the Grading depends upon, and 
‘“‘1g conditioned by, the Deity And certainly Püshan does not become 
“endowed with teeth, when jomed by another Deity, hence the 
“condition (fo. grinding) remaiming intact in the latte: case also, it is 
“necessary to do the Gronding Specially as it is thus alone that we 
“could reconcile the following declarations ‘We should offer the Caru 
“meant fo. Soma and Püshan half of which has been ground ’,—‘In the 
“ease of two-Deity offerings, half of the Caru should be ground and 
“half ungiound And that this ıs the right course is also indicated by the 
“ fact of the presence of the Deity being laid down as the sole condition 
“for having recourse to Grmdıng 


Sittra (43) “If the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 
would have the Grinding of all (offering materials), and 
with reference to that (the unqualified Soma-Paushna offer- 
ing) the Grmdmg would be scripturally authorised, and 
ıt would be of the Caru that there would be no Grinding, 
as there would be no use for it” 


“ (In regard to the sentence ‘som@paushnan carunmrvapet némapish- 
“tam, ete ) it might be argued that ‘inasmuch as it is an Injunctive 
“sentence, the expression n&mapishtam could not have the desired indi- 
“ catıve force, in fact ıt would pomt to the contrary view’ And m view 
“ of this objection, we explain as follows If this were an Injunctive sen- 
“tence, then, masmuch as ıt would not be right to have an injunction 
“of many things (by a single sentence), the ‘grinding of half’ would be 
“the object enjomed, and then, this could be enjomed, with reference 
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“either to the “ Qaru, 01 to ‘Soma@paushna’, and with reference to which- 
“soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be 
“ quahfied by the other,—and hence the giinding would come to have an 
“ universal application, and as such all the offermgs would have to be 
“ ground, and in that case one of the two words (‘ Caru’ or ‘Soma@paush- 
“ na’) would become useless That ıs to say, if we were to take the 
“ Injunction as ‘that which is the Caru should be half-ground, then the 
“ grinding coming to be recognised as applying to all Carus, the word Somit- 
“ paxıshna, as referring to only one of the Carus, would become useless If, 
“ on the othe: hand, the Injunction be interpretted as that ‘that which is 
“ Somapaushna should be half ground,’ then, too, the Grinding would come 
“ to apply to all offereng-materzals , because all that the word ‘SomApaushna’ 
“would indicate would be the character of bering meant for the zont Deity 
“ Soma-Püshan, and this would be equally applicable to the Cake and 
“the Anomal Body also (just as much as to the Caru), and thus the word 
“« Carum’ would become absolutely useless 

“ Specially would such be the case, because with reference to thaf—i e. 
“with reference to the Soma paushna even when unqualified (by “Caru”)— 
“the grinding would be scripturally authorised,—as no useful purpose 
“ would be served by the qualification 

“In fact, m accordance with this view there would be no grinding of 
€ the Caru 

“ Objection ‘Inasmuch as the Grinding 1s necessarily implied mn the 
‘very nature of the Cake, ıt does not need to be specially enjoined ın 
“ connection with that, and as for the Animal Body, ıt has already been 
“shown that the grinding when applied to it involves a most hopeless 
“incongruity (And as such the Injunction of the Grinding could not 
“apply to any of these two materials , ib must apply to the Qaru)” 

“ Reply Not so, because none of these objections is found to apply 
“ to the case ın question , because all that we do, on finding the sentence 
“laying down the grinding of all offering materials, is to take the ‘half 
€ orinding’ as enjoined in connection with the Cake, and certamly even 
“ by being half cooked, the Cake remains mtact And as for the Heart 
“and the other limbs (of the Ammal Body), if we were to grind the whole 
“ of these, except that part by which they may have been torn from the 
“ body,—there would be none of the ncongrusties shown above nor would 
“ their shape be wholly destroyed , nor would there be any mistaking of the 
“part by which they may have been torn from the Body And as the 
“other part, by which ıt may have been torn, would be quite perceptible, 
“ even uf it were to be ground down, the portion of Püshan would be dıs- 
‘tinctly distmenishable, and would not be lost, as it would be in the case 
“€ of the grinding of the whole 
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“Qu, it may be that, ın accordance with this view, masmuch as the 
“ grinding, being based upon verbal authority, would serve only an imper 
“ ceptible purpose, the cutting (of the Heart, cte ) would be done before the 
“QGrimding And this g1vndung would not depend upon the presence of a 
“ Deity 

“Thus then, masmuch as the grinding would apply to all materials, 
“ it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Cars , and hence its 
“ mention (in the sentence ‘som@puushnan carum, etc”) would be wholly 
“useless Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjom- 
“ing the relationship of the Oarw with the Deity (Soma Püshan), the 
€ 4 half-gronding) is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as an 
“object of Injunction) And thus this latte: word, not forming part of 
“an Injunction, comes to be taken as having the desired indicative force 
“ (assigned under Söta 42)” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sätra (44) It pertains to one only, because it 1s meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apürva), consequently, ıt could 
not belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindragna 


We could hive the ginding only when Piishan alone would be the 
Deity, and not when he would be jomed by another Deity Because the 
givndeng does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion, mn fact it 
18 laid down as a detail belonging to the sacnihce of which Püshan is the 
Deity 

That 13 to say, (before the offering has actually been made) there 
iy no ‘ Portion’ (BA4ga) ot the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong 
Specially as the material becomes the ‘portion ” of a Deity, not merely by 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him And farther, the 
wold “ Dhaga” (Potion) is made up of the root ‘bhkaz’ with the affix 
‘ghaii,” ın the Accusative sense,~—1t being etymologically explained 

bhajyalé ( =‘ sövyata”) yuk suh bhügah” (= that which rs accepted), conse 
quently th vi which is accepted by one is his ‘ Bhdga’ (Portion) And as 
u matter: of fact we do not find the Deity actually accepting the offering , 
specially as the fact of the Deity actually partakeng of the offering will be re 
tuted later on, in Adhydya LX In fact, even if the Deity were to accept 1t,— 
yet, it could not have the capability of introducing an accessory, as also 
will be shown in Adhyadya IX (under the Süza IX—1—4 et seg ) Thus 
then, ıt being as impossible for the Grinding to be an accessory of the 
‘Portion’ as that of the ‘Deity’ it must be taken as an accessory belong 
ing, through the saczifice, to its resultant Apirva ,—as 1s shown by the 
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first Adhekarana of Adhyaya IX, as also by the ‘ Dévatadhikas ana” (Adh 1X) 
The author of the Bhashya has also referred to the same fact of the grinding 
being an accessory of the sacrifice, by denying that of its belonging to the 
Deity 

Question “How then could the Grinding, when mentioned ın another 
Context, be an accessory of the sacrifice? That 18 to say, Inasmuch as the 
“Syntactical Connection (of the sentence ‘Pasha papıshtabhüqah, etc’) 
“ refers to the Deity (and not to the saciifice),-and as withont Context 
“there could be no indication of the means of accomplishing the Apüroa,— 


“ there can be no connection (of the grinding) with either the sacrifice or 
“the Apirva ” 


“ The reply to this (as given in the Bhashya) 1s By means of Syn 
tactical Connection (we are led to this cognition) 

The opponent retorts by further pomting out what he means—l“ The 
Syniectical Connection points to rts connection wath the Ded”) 


And m reply to this, the Bhāshya explains the word ‘ bha@ga’ (in the 
sentence) as signifying the sac tfice, on the ground of the plincipal 
signification of the word not beme found compatible with the rest of the 
sentence That is to say, inasmuch as, in the case ın question, there is no 
such “ Bhaga’ as consists in the acceptance of someth ing offered by another, 
that factor of this action which consists in the mere act of the offereng 
must indicate the sacrifice, and as this is quite possible in that sacrifice 
which has Pushan alone for its Deity, the mention of it as the “ Bhiga of 
Pushan” becomes quite compatible But this latter name cannot apply to 
that sacrifice which has two Deities ,—becanse (1) the deniz character 
18 pervasive m its character, (2) and the words conveying the offering to 
both are inseparably mixed up, and consequently the sacrifice could not 
be named after any one of those two Deities Hy just as the Cake or 
Vessel belonging to India Agm 1s not taken as denoted by the words 
‘Agnéya and “ Indrapita,’ so, in the same manner the sacrifices to Indra- 
Püshan could not be spoken of as ‘ Pashabhaga ’ 


Though we say nothing as to the difficulty that would arise in 
explunins the componnd (as shown above), yet inasmuch as the ver y 
signification of the word “bAğga 1s not found to be applicable to the 
Aindidpau hra offering, the word ‘ Pashabh@ya’ cannot be applied to 
this latter 


Though, when two entities come to have the nature of the Deity, each 
of them could be spoken of as the ‘ Deity,’ yet, inasmuch as in the word 
conveying the offermg they are not mentioned by the name of any one of 
them, we conclude thit the Two-Deity sacrifice cannot be spoken of as 
t Pushabhiga’ 
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Süztve (45) The absence of teeth ıs a mere supplementary 
reason 


It has been argued by the opponent that “ the mention of the reason 
‘because he is without teeth’ shows that the giimmding is an accessory of 
the Deity” And to this we offer the followimg reply The sentence 
‘because he ıs without teeth’ 1s an Arthavdda having a form indicative of 
a supplementary or corroborative reason, and as such it is only meant to be 
an eulogy of the paiticular accessory m question (viz grinding), and 
as there would be nothıng objectionable in this, it could not show that the 
accessory belongs to the Deity 


Sutra (46) The other is an injunctive sentence 


Inasmuch as the ‘half grinding’ has never been found to have been 
enjoined elsewhere, the sentence (‘Somadpaushnam, etc’) would be an 
Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Qaru ment for the two deities Soma and Püshan) And as the 
object of the Injunction is a gualfied one, there would be no syntactical 
spht And as, in accordance with the law of the Arunddhckarana, the 
factors spoken of m the sentence would restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the grendıng could not pertain to all offermg matenals As 
a matter of fact, ıt ıs only ın comparison with an ungquahped Injunction 
that the qualzfied Injunction could be said to be less authoritative, in the 
case ın question howeve: there 1s no unqualified Injunction , consequently 
the sentence in question cannot be taken as merely ınd:catıre (and not 
sj unctive) 

For these reasons the Grin ling must be taken as pertaining to the 
Portion of a single Deity 


0— 


Thus ends the Thud Pada of Adhyaya III 


ADHYAYA III 
PADA IV 
ADHIKARANA (1) 

(The mention of the Newita 18 an Arthavada | 


Sutra (1) “The mention of Nevita ıs meant to be a pro- 


“perty of Man, because the word has that for its predom 
“inant factor” 


We continue the consideration of the subject of the conflict or non 
conflict between Context and Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection 

[In connection with the Darga Pürnamüsu we have the sentence— 
‘nivitam manushyanaim, pracinavitam got nüm, upavitan dövünüm, upavya 
yate dévalakshmaméva tat kurute”) And with regard to the first of these 
sentences—" nzvitam manushyandm’—there are the following alteinative 
explanations (a) lhe navitam 18 a property of the Man by himself, (b) 
itis the pioperty of Man as related to a certain action, (c) it 1s the 
property of the Action by itself, (4) 118 the property of such actions as 
are mentioned in the Context, and have the Man fo: then predominant 
factor—e v the actions of Anvah@ryapacana and the lke, (e) 16 19 the 
property of such actions with Man as their predominant factor, as are rot 
mentioned m the Context, —e g the Attending upon guests and the like 

As tor the question, whethe: the sentence mn question is an Injunction 
ora mere Arthavidu, this would be of no use im the Adhyāya that deals 
with “ Accessoires”, and further, being related to the chapter on the 
“ Authoritative means of knowing Dharma ”—ı e Adhyüya |—it has already 
been dealt with in course of the consideration of those Arthavadas that 
have the semblance of Injunctions, and consequently ib need not be 
biought forward here That the Bhashya has introduced this question here 
is simply by way of taking for granted and putting forward something, 
for the purpose of introducing a discussion, as 1t 1s found that unless 
the sentence be taken to be an Injunction, it cannot be suspected of 
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mentioning the ‘nta’ as the property of Man, etc, etc And what the 
Bhashya does ıs (1) to admit, for the sake of argument, and assert that 
the sentence is an Injunction, (2) to deal with subjects immediately con- 
nected with the matter of the Adlyüya, (3) and to sum up with the 
conclusion that the sentence 1s an A:thav@du The connection of this 
introduction of the question of Injunction and Arthavada with the other 
Adhikaranas also, may be explaıned in the same manner 
In connection with this sentence we have, first of all, the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


“ The sentence 1s an Injunction, m accordance with the sūta I—n— 
“ 10 And hence m accoidance with the conclusion arrived atin the 
“ Ahınadhakarana (111—mni—15 16), the gemtive (in ‘ manushyanam’) 
“ directly denotes the fact of the nvzta being a property of Man , because 
“ rb is cognised as belonging to him, while the Man is not cognised as an 
“ aecessory of that, as the declensional ending (attached to ‘Man, 
“ € Manushya’) does not denote the subsidiary character As the mere 
o existence of Man, as its accessory, would have been necessarily imphed 
“by the very nature of the Action, there should have been no mention of 
“hım, but as we do find him mentioned, we conclude that the Nrvitu is 


“the property of Man 


Sūtra (2) “Objection ‘The sentence is merely descriptive 
because the object (Nivita) already exists’” 


“Objet ‘Some people explain nw fu as ‘winding up in the way 
““ known us gala-vénrka, while others explain it as ‘wendeny at up carefully’ 
€ As the torme: ıs possible only in battle, while the latter is possible in 
“all actions, as 16 removes a hindranve,—it is with ieference to this 
“latter that we speak of the sentence as descripiwe And as for the 
“ special purpose served by this, we shall explain it later on’” 


Sutra (3) Reply “It is an Injunction, as ıt speaks of 
something wholly now” 


“ The sentence 1s an Injunction , because it would have been merely 
““ Descriptive only if the object spoken of were already fully known to be 
“as itis here spoken of As a matter of fact, however, ıt 1s not fully 
“known as such, because even without the ‘careful winding up’ the 
“removal of hindrance would be possible While, as the ‘hanging 
“ by the neck,’ ıt 1s not known previously , and hence there 1s 100m for a 
“ Restrictive Injunction pertainmg to this” 
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PÜRVAPAKSHA (B) [rejecting (A)) 


Stitia (4) “Because of the fact of the Nivita bemg men 
“tioned in a context abounding ın the mention of the pro 
‘“perties of Actions,—this also would be a property of Ac 
“tions ’ 

‘ Fhe Nimita is a property of the Action, because while being men 

“ tioned in an Injunction, it is found in a context that abounds im the 

“ mention of such Properties as belong to Actions ” 


St a (5) “Specially because of the peculiar nature of the 
closing words of the sentence ” 


Whenever we find a certain thing capable of being taken im two 
different v iys, we should take it in accordance with that means of 
‘knowledge which may not he found to be contiadictory to another 
“ means of knowledge —Andin the case in question, we find that being 
‘mentioned in the Yay eda, the sentence dealing with the Nozfa etc, 18 
connected with the name of ‘ dd/zuryava’ Consequently if the Nuzta 
were the property of in Action, then, whenever we would look for its 
performer the sud Name would point to the Adhzaryu priest, as thus 
ilone could the Name serve a useful purpose And we shall show late 
on that the Name could not serve my such purpose with regard to the 
‘Properties of Man Consequently, if the Nevtfa were the property of 
“ Man, the operation of the Name would be rejected (as useless), while 
“itis duly honoured if the Marzia ıs taken a» the property of the Action 

‘(as shown above) 
‘Fo. this re1son also, it must be regarded. ıs the property of Actions ” 


é 


$ 


€ 


PURVAPAKSHA (C) AND (D) 


Stra (6) “It is connected with that which appears ın the 
“same Context, as there would be no incongruity in 
€ this ” 


“ At first we seek to reject the theoxy of the Mie7tu beng a property 
“ of Actions, by showing the superior antorititive characte! of the theory 
“ of its being a property of Man, becanse in this way, the theory bemg 
“€ put forward by easy stages, it would be easy to accept it later on Asa 
“€ matter of fact, we find that the Direct Denotition (of ‘manushyanam’) 
“ sets aside the indications of the said Context and Name, and distinctly 
“ pots to the fact of the Navita being a property of Man Consequently 
“ we put forvard another theory, which is compatible with all the three 
€ (Direct Declaration, Context and Name) It is this The genitive in 
“€ “manu hyanām, based upon the distinctive relationship of those Actions 
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“ın which Man is the predommant factor, does not take in the nevita 
“ and such Actions, m the case in question, are found to be the Anvahas- 
“ yapacana and the like, and none others (as these alone of such actions 
“ are found to be mentioned ın the Context) Thus then, the meanmg of the 
“ sentence ın question comes to be that ‘the Mevita should be performed 
“€ ın those Actions that belong to Men”” 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (E) 


Stra (T) “It belongs to the Action in which Man ıs the 

“principal factor, because its mention is simular to that 

“ of others (the Upavita, &c) which belong to those actions 

“ın which these (the gods, öc) form the principal fac- 

te tor 23 

“ the ANvoffa would belong to that Action which is not mentioned in 
* the same Context, and ın which the Man forms the predominant factor 
“ Because, inasmuch as we find the manner of declaı ition exactly sımı- 
“lan in all the three Injunctions [ (1) ‘Nivitam manushydnam,’ (2) 
“< Pracinavitam prirnim,’ (3) “ Upavitam dövünüm”), —yust as the ‘pra- 
“ cam@vita’ and the ‘upavita’ are taken to belong to those actions in 
“wbich the Petrs aud the Gods respectively form the prmeipal tactor,— 
‘so in the same manner, the ‘Nta’ ın question should be taken as 
“ belonging to those Actions in which Man is the predominant factor 

€ That 1s to say, we find that the two injunctions, ‘ upavifam dévanam’ 
“and ‘prdcindvitam pitrnüm aie taken as applying, independently of 
“ each other, to those actions in which the Gods and the Petros respec- 
‘tively are the principal fictors, and as the ideas connected with these 
‘two Injunctions necessarily apply to the thud | Y vitem muanushya- 
“ nfm’) also, we should take the word ‘ manushyandm as sıgnıifyıng those 
“ Actions in which Man forms the predominant element 

‘ The opponent putting the question— ‘How do you make this out ?’— 
“ and the Bhashya having given the answer—because of the relationship 
““ of the gentise 6? wing in ‘ manushyanam,’—the opponent igain 1etorts — 
“ “thas gemte ending points to the Nurita as belonging to Man (and uot to 
“ anı Action)’ 

“Or, we may take the whole of this portion of the Bhashyu as for- 
“ mulatıng the opponent’s question 

“In any case, the final reply of the Pirvapaxshin would be this Tt 
“18 quite true that the Nzvita would come to be cognised as belonging to 
“ Min, but, masmuch as this would involve the complication ot the 
“assumption of a distinct Result (proceeding from this performance of 
“the Nzzia as belonging to Man), we give it up, and take the genitive 
“ as based upon the distinctive relationship of the Action of which Man 
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“ is the predominant factor. This connecting of the Nivita with such an 
o Action would have the further advantage of not standing in need of the 
“ assumption of any result not connected with the Nivita itself. The 
“ mention of ‘Manushya’ (in ‘manushyanam’) is meant to indicate 
o (he Action in which Man (Manushya) is the predominant factor; and 
“thus our theory does not involve the assumption of the relationship 
“ of anything not mentioned in the sentence. And the further advantage 
that our theory has is that it does not leave any ground for taking the 
€ Nevita to be syntactically connected with the original Sacrifice of the 
“ Context (ie. the Darca-Piirnamasa.)” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sūtra (8): It is an Arthavada, because of the Context. 


We find none of the above theories free from objectionable features, > 

In the first place, if the Nivita be connected with the Action men- 
tioned in the Context (as declared in Sūtra 6), it directly contradicts 
the Indications of Syntactical Connection; while its connection with the 
actions of Anrāhāryapacana, ete. would involve a syntactical split; 
and in this theory there would be a further disadvantage, in that the 
Context cannot serve the purposes of specification (attributed to it). 
Secondly, as for its connection with such actions as the atiending upon 
quests (as laid down under Sätra 7), there can be no reasonable ground 
for it; inasmuch as such a connection would not be amenable to any 
one of the means of right notion, from among Direct Declaration, etc. ; 
in fact even its staunchest upholder only infers it from the ‘relationship 
of Man’ (expressed by the word " münsslayünüm? ); and this would be 
scarcely right; because that genitive (in *manusiyänām’) is cognised as 
being based upon the distinctive relationship of that (action) which is 
connected with the word ‘nivitu’; specially as no case-endings appear in a 
case where a distinctive relationship of the member related is not 
expressed. Then too, that theory involves the anomaly of having to 
reject indications of the Context and the Name, and also of having to 
assume a Result; and so long as we have other alternatives at our dis- 
posal, we cannot rightly have recourse to such extreme measures; and as 
a matter of fact we find that we can quite reasonably take the sentence 
in question as an Arthavdda, in the manner shown under the Audumbara 
dhikarana (1—11—19 et seg.). 


Sūtra (9): Specially as it is syntactically connected. 
The ‘ Nivita’ and the “ Prāđīnāvītu’ are capable of being taken aloug 
with the Injunction ‘uparyayuté, etc”, and this connection could be 
160 
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possible only if the mention of the two former were descriptive 
As thavadas, and not if they were Injunctions Because two Injunctions, 
that are not ın the relation of the Primary and the Subsidiary to one an- 
othe: , and which are both mdependent, not connected with each other, can 
never be syntactically connected, as the construction that each of them 
would admit of would be wholly “different For instance, the construction 
admitted by the Primary Injunction would be of one kind, having its 
sole end ın the enjoining of the required element, while that of the 
Arthavada (‘nvitam, etc ) would be wholly different, bemg in accoidance 
with its character of bemg subsidiary to another 

Then again we do not find an Injunctive word in the sentence ın 
question And under the circumstances the sentence conld be taken as 
an Injunction, only if (1) we supplied the Injunctive word fiom without 
ot (2) 1f we could somehow or other issume the Injnnetive, found in 
connection with the duties of attending upon gue ts and the like, to per- 
tain to the sentence in question also But no such assumption cin be 
admissible, as we cannot assume anything to be the subsidiary, when it 
has not been laid down as such, and that which is not a subsidiary 1s 
incapable of being taken up by the sentence declarmg the pe: formance of 
the whole action, as we shall show later on that ‘that which is not 
enjoined as such cannot be an accessory i , and in this way the assumption 
of the accessory characte: would depend upon that of the Injunction, and 
vice versa,—thus involving a hopeless mutual interdependence 

Then again, so long as we find the sentence in question capable of 
being, ın some way o: other syntactically connected with an actual 
Injunction, it is not right to connect it with an assumed one, specially as 
such a theory would involve the assumption of many invisible (tianscen- 
dental) purposes 

For these reasons the property of things distinctly shows that the sen 
tence ın question 13 an Atthavada, a Praise, its meaning being—‘ Just as 
the Nita and the Pidcinavita are good for Men and the Pitrs respec- 
tively, so is the Upavitu for the Gods’, in fact we meet wjth such instances 
m ordinary parlance also, —eg ‘just as Arundhatı was to Vacishtha, 
Rohini to Candra, and Damayanti to Nala, so ıs Y vüadatta to Dévadatta ’ 

Or the sentence may be taken as Praising by Contraries, the sense, 
ın this case, being—‘the mmferior methods of the Nzvita and the Prüci 
navita are fo. such uferior beings as Men and Pitre respectively , for the 
Gods, however, we have the superion method of the Upavita, consequently 


at the Darga-Purnamasa, which 1s a sacrifice to the Gods, we must adopt 
the U'puvita’ 
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After this there follow six Sitras which we do not find mentioned in 
the Bhashya. And there is a difference of opinion among the Commenta- 
tors, as to this omission: (a) Some people say he forgot them; (b) others 
say that he wrote commentaries upon these Sütras also: bat this portion 
of the Bhashya has become lost to us; (c) some say he found them enay 
and not of much importance, and hence omitted them; (4) while others 
declare that he omitted them because they are not the work of Jaimini. 
In support of this last theory we have the-form of Suğra 10, which 
distinctly shows that Jaimini had this latter Satra immediately after 
Sutra 9. 

We find however that all other Commentators on the Satras have 
noticed these six Sutras; and as a matter of fact, we often find such Sat as 
among those written by Jaimini, as are not of much importance; and as 
for the connection between Sitras far removed from one another, we 
meet with many instances of it,— e.g. the Sūtra III —iy—32 ; conse- 
quently we should take up every one of the Sutras and explain it, 

These six Süfras some people divided into three Adhikaranas; while. 
others into four. They may be put forth as follows :— 


ADHIKARANA 1 (A). 
[The Uparitu pertains to the Darga-Pirnamasa., ] 


Sittra (JA: “The Upavita would pertain to all sacrifices, be- 
cause of the presence of Indicative Force.” 


The first question to be dealt with is this: We have found in the 
preceding Adhikurapa that the Upuvīta method has been enjoined in con- 
nection with the Durca-Parnamasa; and with regard to this there arises 
the question as to whether this Injunction applies to the Darça-Pūrna- 
müsa only, or to all the sacrifices. 

Those however who divide the Safras into three Adhikaranas, state 
the question as—whether it pertains to the Darça-Pürpamüsa alone, and 
is an injunction, or that it pertains to all sacrifices, and is merely des- 
eriptive. 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The Upavita would belong to all sacrifices. Because the mere des- 
“ eription of this, which is cognized as an established fact, pertaining to 
€ other sacrifices, would, through Indicative power, subdue the indica- 
“ tions of the Context, by means of Apparent Inconsistency. 

“That is to say, in connection with Mriagnihotra, of which the Deity 
“is the Pity (the Agni-hotri Father who has died), we find the mantra— 
€“ Pracinuviti duhuyél, ya? hopavtii hü dévébhyo dohayat?? And it is only 
“if the Upavita be taken as pertaining to all sacrifices, that we could have 
“the descriptive declaration in the latter half of the sentence (which 
“ speaks of the Upavifa as pertaining to all sacrifices to the gods). Nor can 
‘‘this sentence be taken as merely descriptive of something pertaining 
“ to the Darça-Pürnumdüsa only, as the Context of this latter sacrifice is 
“ very far removed from the one just quoted; and specially as in that 
“ case the descriptive declaration ( devöbAyağ, etc.’), which appears in the 
“€ form of showing a reason for what has been said before, would be of 
“no use., If, however, the sentence quoted be taken as laying down a 
“ detail in connection with the same action (of the Agnihotra) performed 
“ under different conditions (when it is offered to Pir, and not to the 
“ deities of the ‘ ordinary Agnihotra’), then, in that case, the said descriptive 
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“decla at on would serve the purpose of pointing out something preciu- 
give of that particular condition (of the same sacrifice) Nor can ft be 
‘necessary foi the sentence to preclude those conditions fiom any other 
‘sacrifice (that of the Darça Parnamdsa fı), because this latter is itself 
so very much removed by the Context, that there 1s no need of any 
‘ special effort for the preclusion of any conditions pertaining to ıt 
‘ Then again, the Plmal number in ‘ dévebhyah’ could not be reconciled 
“ witb a reference to the Da ça-Pürnamdüsa (whuh has only one Deity) 
“while in regard to the Agnzhotra, the Plural is found to be quite com 
patible with the number of the Deities connected with its morning and 
evening Libations 
“Thus on account of the apparent inconsistency of the appended 
descriptive decluation of the Upavzta in connection with the Agnehotra, 
we must admit it to pertain to all sacrifices ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (9B) Not so, because of the Context, and (as for the 
Indicative Power) that points to that particular sacrifice 
(the Darga Pürnamasa) 


The Upavita does not pertain to all sacrifices because the Context 
distinctly points to it as pertaining to the Da?ça-Pürnamdsa only 

The presence of Indicate Power has been brought forvard m support 
of the Parvapaksha , but we have already refuted the force of this conten 
tion, by showing that the Indicative Power spoken of points to it as pet 
taining to that particula: sacrifice—ze to the Darga-Pirnamasa 

And when the Descriptive Declaration is not found to be connected 
with anything im its close proximity, there can be nothing objectionable in 
its being taken as connected with something at a distance from it, 
specially as the connection of a Descriptive Declaration always depends 
upon what has, and what has not, been already enjoined 

Then as for the Plural (in ‘devébhyah’), we cannot attach much 
significance to ıb Öl, ıt might be taken as referring to the deity of the 
principal sacrifice of the Darga Parnamasa together with those of its 
various modifications 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence ‘ Prdcinavits, etc” comes to be 
this ‘Inasmuch as the Upavita belongs to another sacrifice which 18 
offered to the Gods, consequently it should not be applied to the A gmhotra 
that 18 offered to the Pir (for whom the Pracznavita would be the pro 
per thing) ’ 


ə gl allie all 


ADHIKARANA 1 (B) 
[The sentence ‘ upavyayaté, etc’ 18 an Injunction] 


Sūtra (90) It ıs an Injunction, because of its laying down 
something not laid before 


With regard to the sentence ‘upavyayaté dévalukcshmaméva tat 
kuruté, there arises the question, as to whether this is an Injunction, or a 
mere Descriptive Declaration 

Obje: trou ““ Before you have decided as to whether this sentence is 
“Tnyunetive or Descirptive, how could you take up the question (consi- 
“dered m the foregoing 4dhzka: ana), as to whether the Injunction of the 
€ Upavita pertained to the Darga-Purnamasa or to all sacrifices ?” 

Reply, We took the conclusion of the present Adiakarana for granted 
in the last Adhkarana, though in reality this should have been dealt 
with beforehand 

On the above question then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The sentence ın question 18 a mere Descriptive Declaration, be 
“canse ın the first place, that the man should always wear the sacred 
“thread ın the Upavita fashion 18 distinctly laid down by the Smriis 
“(and as such ıt 1s nothing new that could form the subject of Injunc 
“tion by the sentence in question) , and secondly, the use of the Present 
“Tense (in ‘upavyayaté’) would not be compatible with the Injunctive 
“character of the sentence That ıs to say, (1) we have such Smrt 
“injunctions as that one should always be ‘miyodak?’ and ‘ nrtyayayfopa 
“ yita, which would refer to the sacrifice also, and (2) the actual words 
“of the sentence are not in keeping with the Injunctive character 
“ Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a mere Descriptive Decla 
“ration And there ıs one further advantange in this view, that the 
“ mention of “ Upavita’ does not differ fiom those of the ‘ Pracinavita’ and 
“the ‘Navita’” 

SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the followmg reply The sentence should be 
an Injunction, masmuch as 1t would lay down something new, because, 


“UPAVYAYATR’ IS AN INJUNCTION 1279 


ın the first place, a descriptive declaration referiing to all sacrifices would 
be useless, and secondly because the eulogy appearmy im connection with 
the sentence (eg those relating to the Nivita and the Pracindvita) points 
to the previous sentence as being an Injunction 

That 1s to say, no useful purpose is found to be served by a Descrip 
tion of the whole lot of sacmfices, and the only useful purpose served by 
the eulogy contained in the mention of the Upavita and the Pracindvita 
would be to glorify the Upavita, which is enjoined in the sentence under 
consideration 

Then as for the present tense (an ‘upavyayaté’), ıt has been ex 
plained before as having the mere semblance of the Present Tense, having 
m r.alıty the force of the Injunctive, based upon its constituting either 
a sentence laying down the performance of the action as a whole, or as 
an Arthavada, or as the Let form of the root 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the sentence in question 1s 
an Injunction 

It has been argued in the Pui vapaksha that the Upatita 1s found to be 
already laid down in the Smrt:s And the tepiy to this argument also is 
contamed in the word ‘ apiirvatvat’,- that 1s to say, what 1s laid down in 
the Sm. tı 1s the Upavita as a property of the Man, while what the sen- 
tence ın question does 1s to lay ıt down as pertaining to the Sucrifice, some 
thing wholly different from what 1s laid down in the Smrti 

Consequently the sentence cannot be taken as a mere Descriptive 
Declaration 


The use of this Adhikarana we shall explain later on, unde: the 
Kartadhakar ana (IV —n—25 et seq ) 


The saba 9 (cv) may also be inte: preted differently, as formulating the 
Pürvapaksha of the followmg Adikarana 


ADHIKARANA 1 (C) 


[The sentence ‘yaziiopavitt hi dévébhyo dohuyat.’ is a mere AztAasdda 
relating to the Upavita as connected with the Darça-Pürnamüsa) 


In connection with the Mrtfignihotra, we meet with the sentence— 
‘Pracinavitt dohayét, yajñopavıtī hu dévébhyo dohayatz’, and with re- 
gard to this there arises the question as to whether the latter sentence 
(‘ yajfoparztt etc’) 1s merely meant to be an eulogy of the Epaoıta as per 
taming to the Darça Pi nama@a,—just as the mention of ‘Twelve’ in 
connection with ‘Akina’ (vide supra 111—n—15 16),—or ıt is meant 
as an Injunction of it, as relating to the ordinary Agnihotra 

On this we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA 


“Tt as an Injunction, because rt lays down something new (Sütra 9c) 
€ By taking it thus, we are in keeping with the Context and the Plural 
‘number (in ‘ Dévébhyak’) (both of which would be ureconcilable with 
“ the Darga Purnamösa) Consequently, even though the sentence may 
“ have the appearance of a Descriptive Declaration, yet, with a view to 
“ make ıt serve a useful purpose, we must take ıt as having the Injune 
‘tive character, based upon the fact of the sentence being one that lays 
“ down the performance of the Action as a whole, etc, etc” 

If we take the Sutra thus, we must leave off with the meie state 
ment of the Pirvapaksha, and for puttimg forvard the Siddhantu in 
reply to this we must wait till the latter portion of our explanation of 
Sitra Je (P 1282) 

So we take up another Adhkarana for the present 


ADHTKARANA 1 (D) 
(The mention of northward mess is 1 mere Descriptive Declaration ) 


Sutra (9d) “The mention of northwa: dliness also (would 
be an Injunction), because of its being something new ’ 


In connection with the same Wrtfgnihotra, we find the sentence— 
‘yë purodanco daə bhüstün dukshindyrainstrnats’ (‘Those giasses th it 
form: ily used to be pomt: d to the North, are now pomted to the South”) 
Some people quote tins sentence is occurring in connection with tie 
Mahüyd yaşüa And with regard to the first portion of the sentence— 
“yö purodancuh’ there arises the question, as to whether ıt is an Injune 
tion, or a mere Discmptive Declaration 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The word “ca” in the Sita implies that the sentence ın question 
“ also is an Inyunction, because what it lays down is something new A 
‘Descriptive Declaration is alwiys preceded by a previous Injunction 
‘ And as regards the case m question we find that the northwerdliness 
“ of the grass has not been peviously laid down, even as pertaining to the 
“man Nor is it capable of bemg taken as a mere A?/hacüda , because 
“ we do not find any word indicative of such character—such words, f 1, 
€ as ‘hz’ and the like 

“ Consequently, from the apparent inconsistency of the declaration 
“€ of northwardliness as an accomplished fact it must be concluded that 
“ the sentence is an Injunction ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Siitra (96) The Indicative force of the word is based upon 
something that already exists 


The sentence cannot be taken as an Injunction, because we find it 
possessed of an Indicative force only pointing to the fact of the grass 
facing the North, which has been found to have been cnjomed by usage 
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Because, a rentence, that is devoid of the Injunctive affix, is accepted as 
an Injunction, only when it is found that what it speaks of has never been 
known by any meana, 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that the sentence in 
question has the distinct character of a Descriptive Declaration, being, 
as it is, wholly devoid of (auch features of the Injunctive as) the word 
‘yat, and of any verb, either particular or general. And this descrip- 
tive character having been once definitely cognized in some way or the 
other, cannot be superseded. In fact, the ‘northwardliness’ spoken of 
in the sentence, we find to have been already previously laid down, in 
the Smrti sentence—" Aqravanti prügaqrüni udagagrint, va “ apavargavanti, 
prégapavarginyudagapavargini vā’ And inasmuch as the sentence in 
question is found to describe exactly what is herein laid down, it must be 
taken as a Descriptive Declaration, and that too with the purpose of eulo- 
gizing the said “ northwardliness,’; the sense being, ‘the northwardli- 
ness spoken of before does not pertain to the sacrifice when offered to 
one who is dead.’ 


This very Sütra is to be taken as embodying the — 
SIDDHANTA OF ADHIKARANA 1 (C). 


The word ‘hz’ (in the sentence ‘upaviti hi, etc.’) distinctly shows 
that the sentence stands in need of a previous mention of the same fact 
by means of a verb. And inasmuch as we do not find any such verb in 
the Context itself, should we accept its Injunctive character, as pointed 
out by the absence of such a verb ?—or should we accept its injunction in 
any other Context (to be the basis of the Descriptive Declaration of the 
sentence under consideration)? And there can be no doubt as to the 
propriety of accepting the latter alternative,—accepting the fact of its 
having been enjoined in any Context as enough for our purpose, thereby 
not taking the sentence in question as an Injunction. 

As for the argument based upon the indications of the Context and 
the Plural number (in ‘ dévébhyak’), it has already been answered. before 
(towards the end of Sūtra 9a, by the Pirvapakshin himself). 

And further, inasmuch as in the present case we have got another 
Injunction, the sentence cannot be said to be useless (as it would serve 
the purpose of eulogizing the matter of that other Injunction). 

For these reasons, the sentence must be taken as a Descriptive 
Declaration; aud hence in the ordinary daily Agazhotra, even if the Doha 
happens to he done withont the Upwita, there is no harm done to the 
sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA 1} (E) 
[The sentence “ uparı Az dévébhyo dhövayatı” xs an Tnyanction | 


Sidtra (9f) It1s an Injunction, because as regards the ‘Hold 
ing’ what it says 1s something new 


Up to this time we have been showmg where, in the absence of the 
Injuuctive word, we should take the sentence as a Descriptive Declara- 
tion And we now proceed to show the exceptions to the rules arrived 
atin the last few Adhtkaranus 

In connection with the same Mrta@gnzhotru, o with the Mahaput) yayma, 
we find the sentence—‘ Adhast@t sama thundhGrayannanud: avét, uparı he 
dövübhyo dhürayatı” (“ın pouring the libations we should hold the stick 
of fuel underneath the Sruk, as it is in offermgs to the gods, that ıt is 
held over ıt”) And with regard to the latter part of this (1e ‘upars hu, 
etc”), there arises the question as to whether it is an Injunction ora 
Descriptive Declaration 

And on this, we have the followmg 


PÜRVAPAKSHA 


“ (1) Because we have the word ‘hz’, (2) because we have the 
“ present sense (im “dhürayafı”), (3) because the sentcnce is capable of 
“ being syntactically connected with another Injunction, and (4) be 
“cause what ıs herein mentioned 1» found to be already enyomed by 
“ usage ,—we must admit the sentence to be a Descriptive Declaration 

“ Question ‘How do you find it to be enjoined by usage ? ° 

« Answer All valuable materials require a protective covering 
‘over them, and as this general usage enjoins the use of some sort of a 
“ covering over the material being offered, we find the stick of fuel 
‘ being specified and the object to be employed as the covering 

“ That 1s to say, when the material to be offered to the gods ıs bein, 
“ carried ın the Sruk to the alta: of the Ahavaniya fire, common usage 
“ points out the necessity of covering it eithe: by the hand, or by some 
“ other object, and we take up for the purpose the stick of fuel which 
“ happens to be nearest at hand ‘ihe Injunction contained in the sen- 
“ tencc—! srugdundé sumiduamupuyrhyduudravats’—also, depending upon 
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“ the aforesaid injunction of usage, is with a view to the same purpose 
“of affording a protective covering Consequently, the sentence ‘upar 
“ dhürayafı” shou d be taken as the Descriptive Declaration of something 
‘laid down before, just as ın the case of the Uparita, spemally fo) rea 
“ sons shown under the preceding Stra ” 


SIDDHANTA 


With :egard to the Holding, the sentence must be taken as an 
Injunction, because it is not found to have been previously enjoined, 
and the stick of fuel beng incapable of serving as an efficient protective 
covering, zis beeng held over the material could not be m keeping with the 
said usage 

That ıs to say, ıt is quite true that Usage pomts out the necessity 
of giving a protective covering to the viluable material, but this would 
not apply to the case of the stuk of fuel, which therefore could not be em 
ployed on account ofits being near at hand, for the purposes of the cover 
ing, a3 it would be more reasonable to employ the and for the purpose, 
than iny such thing as the stick of fuel 

Olyection “ Wetind thit, on the strength of certain Injunctions, 
“ the ladles, etc of Suma are given away as saciificial gifts, for the 
“ purpose of gainmg the good will of the persons receiving the gifts 
“ (even though as a matter of fact such useless gifts could not bing 
“ much satisfaction to the recipients), so, ın the same manner, we could 
“ employ the stech of fuel for the covermg of the materi] (even though as 
“ a matter of fact, it could cover very little of it)” 

Reply Such would certainly have been the case, if we had a Direct 
Injunction laying down the covering by the stech of fuel, as we have one 
laying down the giving of the ‘ Soma-ladle, etc’ As a matter of fact, 
we do not find any such Direct Injunction, as all that even the sentence 
in question is found to enjoin is the mere Holding of the fuel-stick If, 
n the case of the Soma ladle also, we had the Injunction laymg down 
the mere fact of its beng given away, and not that of its beng given as 
a sacrificat qaft, then, m that case, we should not have admitted it to be 
meant as calculated to win the good will of the iecipient 

Further, the Injunction—‘ S)ugdandé samedhamupasang: hyünud a 
vatt’—distinctly pomis out the place —the handle of the Sruk—where 
the fuel stick 13 to be held , and this would ind ite that the stick ıs held 
before the material is poured into the Sruk 

Thus then, we find that the Holding of the stick over the Souk has 
not been enjomed by any other sentence And that which has not been 
previously enjomed cannot be merely desorbed either by any verbs ım 
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the Present Teuse, or by an Arthavd/« bearing the semblance of the state 
ment of a reason Consequently, by means of a process of construction 
we must remove from the sentence the similarity that ıt bears to a Des 
ciiptive Declaration, and then, breaking up the sentence, we come to 
take it as having the Injunctive charactei, and the sense of the sentence 
thereby comes to be that—‘In the case of the Libation offered to Pitrs the 
fuel-steck 18 to be held underneath the Sruk handle, while in those offered 
to the gods it 1s to be held over the handle’ The special method, to be 
employed ın the explaining of the construction of such Injunctions, we 
have shown above 

For these reasons, the sentence ın question must be regarded as in 
Injunction 


Pam, ation Tl alin i nite a E, al a ain lina 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The meution of the Specification of the Directions is a Descriptive 
Declaration. | 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[The meution of“ purushé-ditu,’ etc. is a Descriptive Declaration.] 


Sutra (10): I—The Specification of the Directions is also like 
the same. 


Stra (11): II—So also is the mention of the words ‘ parushi- 
dita,’ “pürns, ‘ ghrta’ and ‘ vidagdha.’ 


(1. In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the sentence — 
“ Prücindev abhağanta, dakshintin piturah, praticim manushydh, wilictinu- 
surah (or udicim Rudrdh); and with regard to this, there arise the 
questions, as to (a) whether this is an Injuuction or an Arthavdda; and 
being an Injunction, (5) whether what is laid down is a property of 
Man, or that of the Action, or that of that Action mentioned in the 
Context of which man is the predominant factor, or that of the Attending 
upon Guests]. 

(11. In connection with the Darca-Pirnamiis7, we have the sentence 
—(1) “yat parusht ditam taddavünüm, yudantura tunmanushyanam, yu 
sumilantut putynümy (2) “ yo utdagdhab su nairrtuh’ .... tasmüdasidahatü 
grapayitavyum sudévatvdyu, (3) In connection with the Jyotishtomu 
we have the sentence — yatpiirnantunmanushyindm upari, adho devünüm, 
adhah pürnüm”, and again, (4) ‘ghrtundévintim mastu pitraim nish- 
pekvam munushydndm.” And with regard to these there arise the 
questions—(a) as to whether they are Injunctions of the properties of the 
Performer, or the Descriptive Declaration of the properties of Actions. 
(5) whether they should find a place in the Action mentioned in 
the Context in which the Performer is the predominant factor, and that 
which deals with Rudra, or in the Action of Attending upon guests ; 
(c) or they are mere Arthavadus}. 

All that has been said in connection with the Mivitddh tkurana should 
be brought in here also. 
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Objection: “ With regard to the sentences that have been brought 
“ up for consideration here, what additional doubt is there (over and above 
“ those settled under the Nivitadhikarana), for dealing with which you 
~ should find it necessary to refer them back to that Adhikarana? Why 
too, should these two Adhikaranas have been put in at all?” ` l 

Reply: Inasmuch as the Specification of the Directions is spoken of 
by a sentence which appears in the form of the description of some past 
event, and which is connected with the mention of the root ‘bhajat’,” we 
come to think of the case of this sentence to be unlike that speaking of 
the Nörifa. And as for the other sentences,—they are connected with words 
which have the genitive ending and which contain within themselves the 
indication of the actions of the yajaména; consequently, the Results are 
distinctly cognized as pertaining to the Performer. 

That is to say, the Directions are, by their nature, recognized as the 
accessories of all Actions; and in connection with these, there is notbing 
new that could be enjoined, as in the case of the Nivita. And even 
though they be connected with the Performer, yet all that.we have to 
assume is the Result that would follow from the said specification of the 
Directions, and not any that would follow Action: And the result of the 
specification too that is assumed would be in connection with the ordinary 
actions of the world;.and that too only with reference to the unobstructed 
completion of the work in hand, and nothing in the shape of Heaven, etc. 

Thus the sense of the sentences comes to be this: ‘In the action that 
the man does for himself,’ (1) he faces the West dt the North,’ (2) ‘the 
grass that he cuts is to be cut from the middle, (3) ‘whatever measure 
is used, it should be fall,’ (4) ‘all the work of oil is to be done with boiled 
butter, which is known as ‘nishpakvityuta,’ (5) ‘while in the action done 
for the Nazrritas and the Rudras, the material used should be burnt 
and uncooked respectively.’ 

Consequently the method of establishing all this is exactly like what 
has been employed before. 

On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ What is spoken of belongs to Man, because of the word used signifying 
“him as the principal factor (Sūtra 1),—that is to say, in the case of 
“ the first sentence, even thongh there is no genitive ending, yet, inas- 
“ much as we have the word ‘abhajanta, which makes the whole thing 
“ connected with Man, we must take what is mentioned as belonging to 
“him; and in all the other sentences under consideration, it is the geni- 
“ tive ending that points to the fact of the thing in question belonging to 
“ Man. 
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“€ So also, vhat has been sud m Sütra (2) may be said with refer- 
ence to the case unde: consideration, which would mean the greate 
ease with which the action would be performed That ıs to say, we 
get at the Wes as the direction, because of the fact that during the morn 
ing, fone were to turn to the West, he would have the sun at his 
back, amd tence feel more comfortable Similaıly, the cutteng of the 
grass is the maddte, aud the measure beng full, me laid down because ot 
these buing easter for the performer In the same manner, the idea of 
the Nawrit:s being t burnt’ is due to the fact of the burnt offering becom 
ing black, and as such being moie easily connected with Nau pita (which 

“ means the earth), because of the similarity of colour And the idea ot 
Rudra’s portion beng uncooked was suggested by the fact that the 

‘uncooked material would bring on disease and hence be dangerous, te 
‘Ruwiva’ (= belonging to Rudra) 

“ But since all these are not distinctly enjoined, therefore, we must 
take the sentences in question as Restrictise Injunctions 

“The Oontest and Name (Sutra 6) however point them out as 

‘belongmg to Actions (and not to Man), while all the six means of 
knowledge jointly point them out as finding a place in that Context 
‘ wherein Man is the principal factor 
“ But Syntactical Connection (Sätra 7) sets aside the mdications of 
t the Context, and hence, m orde: to avoid the assumption of Results, 
6 we must take the factorsin question as to be employed in such actwns 
as the attending upon guests and the like 


SIDDHANTA 


(1) Inasmuch as there would be no ground for connecting them even 
with such actions (as the attending upon guests), (2) as there should be no 
removal, from the Context, of that which 1s capable of being taken along 
with 1t, (3) and as the sentences under consideration are connected with 
the Injunction of the ‘Hast’ (as the direction for the Gods),—all these 
sentences must be taken as Arthavddas And the glorification meant 
would be of such things as ‘Proper Cooking,’ etc, by means of a‘ Praise 
by eontrarıes”, (the descriptions given being those of things contrary 
to those meant to be glorified) 


fn ctl atta a alia lla ain Tale ate o —— 


ADHIKARANA (4) 
[The Prohibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice ) 


Satra (12) “The prohibition of Action, connected with the 
“sacrifice, 1s descriptive of something that always exists, 
“because of its (previous) connection (with the Man)” 


In course of the discussion as to the contradiction or non-contradic- 
tion of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 
we come to treat of such Prohibitive sentences as ‘one should not tell a 
he’ (“ nönrtam vadat’) and the like, which are met with ın the context of 
the Dazrça- Pu namdan, and with regard to which it has not been shown 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice,—sentences that are 
found to be prohibitions of ‘ telling a he,’ etc 

(1) With regard to these, ın the first instance, there arises a doubt as to 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice 

(11) Then masmuch as all Prohibitions refer to certain activities, a 
settlement of the said Doubt depends upon the settlement of the character 
of the activities, and hence the question that calls for settlement before- 
hand ıs—“ for whose sake 1s the activity that ıs prohibited P’ The Prohi- 
bition will be taken as pertaining to that for whose sake the activity 
will be found to be, because the prohibition of a tbing that belongs to 
one could not be of any use, with regard to another, as no such prolubi- 
tion would be called for, specially asin all cases, we find that whenever 
a man ıs found to be acting towards a certain end, ıt is with regard to 
the same end that he 1s found to be prohibited Hence the necessity of 
the consideration of the question as to whom the prohibited activity 
belongs 

(IIT) Then again, we find that the cognition of that for whose 
sake we have the activity, depends upon the verb that denotes that 
activity , consequently ıt becomes necessary to consider the nature of 
Verbs ,—the question bemg as to for whose sake are the activities that 
they are capable of denotung And so long as we have not come to a defi- 
nite conclusion with regard to Verbs, the case of Prohibition should rest 
aside Thus then, the question to be dealt with comes to be this — 
‘Those Injunctions that we find m a Context, which are not connected 
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with any other words denoting a relationship with Man—for whose sake 
are the Lharanus that these Injunctions express? ” 

And ın connection with this phase of the question, we shall have for 
examples, all such sentences, as ‘Samidho yaşatı , “Tanünapütan yajaty’, 
etc With regard to these we will have the same qnestion as to whether 
the ‘Samit Sacrifice’ is for the sake of the Sacrifice, or for that of Man 
and so forth And similarly with regard fo the sentence ‘ nänrtam wilt,’ 
the question comes to be whether the (prohibited Y ‘Telling of hes’ as for 
the sake of Sacrifice, or for that of Man, because the qualification of ‘lie’ 
would belong to that for whose sake there wonld be the ‘telling’ Then, 
masmuch as at the time of Prohibition, the Injunctiveness in transferred 
to that Prohibition, the consideration of all other words should be made 
snbservient to that one purpone 

Thus then, ın the case of the Prohibition pertaining to Man, it would 
mean that ‘one should not do that telling of hes which is fot the sake of 
Man’, while in the other case, ıt would mean that “one should not do the 
telling of those hes that are for the sake of sacrifices ” 

(IV) Then, masmuch as a settlement of all the above issues de- 
pends upon the due ascertainment of the nature of Verbs, the question 
with which we immediately concern ourselves comes to be this ‘Does 
the Verbal Affin denote the Nomenative Agent or not?’ If it does denote it, 
then, when the Bhavani expressed would come to look for its purpose, 
the fact of the Agent being directly spoken of by the word would set 
aside the idea of the action being for the sake of the Sacrifice—this latter 
idea being based solely upon the Context,—and we would accordingly be 
led to conclude that the Bhāvanā ın question is for the sake of the 
Nominative Agent (Man), while if the verb does not denote the Agent, 
then, masmuch as the indications of the Context would not be contra- 
dicted by any Direct Declaration to the contrary, the Bhavani would be 
concluded to be for the sake of the Sacrifice, as indicated by the Context 


Objection “As a matter of fact, we find that even if the Verb 
“denoted the nominative agent, inasmuch as the Bidvand would always 
“ remain the principal factor, even though the relationship of the agent, 
“ that would be denoted by the Verb with reference to that Bhavana, 
"“ would be one that 18 directly declared, yet that could very well be taken 
“ as subservient to the Context, and as such, there would be no ım- 
“ compatibility of this relationship with the fact of the Prohibition per- 
“ taining to the Sacrifice It is only when two relationships are found to 
“ be of equal strength and mutually contradictory, that they reject each 
“ other, and not when one is capable of bemg taken as subservient to 
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“another. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ Dagipavifrénu 
“ graham sammürshit” we find that with regard to the “sum mörga, which, 
“as subservient to the Dacdpavitra, is mentioned in connection with the 
=: Graha, there does not arise any question as to whether it is related to 
* the Dugfpavitra or the Graha ; exactly in the same manner, in the case 
“in question, if the action (Telling of Lies), which has the Agent sub- 
€ servient to it, be taken as pertaining to the Sucrifice, there can be no 
“ thing objectionable in this. 

“ If the Verbal Afiæ denoted the fact of the Agent being the predomi- 
“ nant factor, then alone would that have gone against the indications of 
“ the Context as to the predominance of the Sacrifice. Or, if the Verbal 
© Affix denoted the fact of the Sacrifice being the subservient factor, as 
“ the Agent is, then we would have had the incongruity of having two 
“ auxiliaries (the Agent and the Sacrifice) coalescing in the same Pri- 
‘ mary (the action of ‘ Telling of Lies’). 

“€ As a matter of fact, however, we find that none of the said contin- 
“ gencies is present (i.e. the verb does not denote either the predomi- 
“ nance of the Agent, or the subservience of the Sacrifice). Consequent- 
“ ly, the Direct Declaration pointing to the predominance of the Agent, 
“and the Context indicating the predominance of the Sacrifice, the two 
“ave found to pertain to two distinct subjects; and thus, there being uo 
“ coalition of the two with regard to any one subject, there can be no 
“ conflict between them; and in the absence of conflict, the one ¢annot 
‘reject the other; [and hence the question as to whether the verb 
“ denotes the Agent or not cannot have any bearing upon the main sub- 
“ject of the Adhtkarana as whether the Agent is denoted or not by 
“the Verb, the ‘Telling of Lies’ in question comes to pertain to the 
“ Sacrifice, in both cases].’’ 

Reply: Itis not so; because though in the first instance, the Agent 
is cognized as subservient to the Action, yet this does not preclude the 
possibility of its subsequently becoming the predominant factor. That 
is to say, though, at first, the Action, looking out for its accessory in the 
shape of its Performer, takes up the Agent as such a subservient acces- 
sory,—yet, when it comes to look out for its purpose, itis the Agent that 
is the nearest factor capable of supplying that need; and thus having 
become the Performer, he comes to look out for the good that the Action 
would bring to him. And thus the relationship between the two factors 
(of the Agent and the Bhavana), both of which are denoted by the same 
word (the verb, —in aecordance with the view that the Agent is denoted 
by the Verbal Affix), being established, the Bhavana (of the action in 
question) could not be connected with the Sacrifice, which (being indi- 
cated by the Context) is more remote (from the Bhavana denoted by 
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the Verbal Affix, than the Ayent, who, being denoted by the same Verh, 
18 more nearly related to ıt) Specially as, so long as the Bhavana ıs 
capable of being aided by that which is denoted by the same word as 
steelf, ib is not right to assnme the aid of an extraneous factor As for 
instance, in the sentence—‘ Agnishomiyasya vapayd pracarya Agnishomi 
yom paçvpurodüçamanınırcapatı.” (‘having made the offering of the fat 
of the Agmshomiya animal, one performs the Pacupurodaga sacrifice to 
Agm Soma’),—though the nominal Affix (in ‘Agnishomtyam’) signifies 
the fact of the Deities (Agn: and Soma) being the subservient factor, yet 
when the purpose of the Saciifice comes to be looked for, we come to 
lecognise the fact of the deities gn: and Soma—which are mentioned 
ın close proximity to 1f,—being the objects to be sanctified (by the sacıı 
fice), and hence the former sacrifice (the Vapdpragdra) 18 not taken as 
acting as a remote aid to the Paçu-purodäça sacrifice And certainly the 
subsequent predominance of a thing is not incompatible with its previous 
subservient character Specially as when we come to look for the purpose 
(to be served by an action), anything can be taken as the predominant 
factor 

Or agam, it may be that the Verbal Affix denotes the Agent by 
himself alone, and his predommant or subservient character would be 
wmphed subsequently, ın accordance with the circumstances of each care, 
and thus ın this case, it becomes possible for both the action and the 
agent, to be predominant or subservient to each other, ın accordance with 
their mutual needs, proximity and capability (and hence it ıs necessary 
to consider this question) 

Or again, ıt has been shown to be a general rule, that ın the case of 
all words, the basic root and the afhx conjomtly denote the meaning of 
the Affix, by reason ot the order ın which they appear, and ın accordance 
with this ule, m the case of the Verb also, both (the Root and the Athx) 
would denote the Agent as the predominant factor, to which the denotation 
of the basic root would be subservient,—yust as in thu case of the krdania 
word (the word formed by the root and the kit affix) Specially as to 
the general rule just shown, we have never found an exception, eithet ın 
the shape of an argument, or a rule to the contrary And thus, just as in 
the case of Roots with nomnal and k:t afhxes, so ın the case of the 
ordinary verbs also, ıt ıs the dənotatıon of the Affix that comes to be the 
predominant factor And thus, masmuch as the fact of the denotation of 
the Root being the subordinate accessory is expressed directly by the 
word (the Verb), ıt cannot be set aside 

Objectson “The rale that you have brought for ward 1s a general one, 
‘Sand hence in the case of the Verb it could be set aside, in view of our 
“actual cognitions For istauce, in the case uf Verbs, the denotation ot 
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“the Root is actually cognised as the p:edominant factor, while the \gent 
“ıs recognised as the subservient facto , as, if this latter also were the 
“predominant factor, there would be no connection between the two 
“That 1s to say, m all cases, we have seen that there can be no connection 
“ between two factors that are ether both subservient, or both predomin 
“ant Consequently, when it becomes necessary to take one of them as 
“the subservient, and the other as the predomimant factor, then such 
“ discrimination could only be made in accordance with our actual cogni 
“tions And just as in the case of the Krdania and Taddhata words, we 
“ıecognise the predominance to belong to the denotation of the Afhx, 
“ which has for its subservient the denotation of the basw Root,—so, m 
“ the case of the ordinary Verb, it is distinctly iecogaizable by all that” it 
‘as the denotation of the basic ioot”that is the predominant factor, 
“having the denotation of the Affix subservient to1t And apart from 
“ this there can be no other cause for the disciimination of them pre 
“ dommance and subservience Aud thus there can be no chance for the 
“ Agent to be recognised as the predominant factor [and hence the Agent 
“ being always the subservient factor, the mere fact of his being denoted 
“€ by the Verb could not affect the questiou of the Action pet taming to him 
“o: to the Sacrifice, and as such there can be no use, in the present 
“ Adhikarana, of taking up the question of the denotation of the Agent b) 
“the Verbal Affia ”] 

To the above we make the following reply The denotation of the 
Root can never be the predominant factor, and thus the aforesaid general 
rule would not be set aside in our case (is we hold the Bhavuna to 
be the denotation of the Verbal affix) That isto say, ıt has been already 
shown that, masmuch as the predominant facto: in the denotation of the 
Verb consists of the Bhavana (winch is denoted by the Affix), no pre 
dominance could eve: belong to the denot tion of the Root, which forms 
the Instrumental factor ın the Bhavana, and ıt has also been shown that 
the Bhāvanā ıs not denoted by the Verbal Root 

Says the opponent “lt has been shown that, ın accordance with 
“ actual cognition, no predommance could belong to the denotation of the 
“the Root ” 

Reply True, ıt has been shown, but not with regard to your theory, 
but to ours for he alone, who holds the denotation of the Verbal Affix to 
consist of the BAövand, has the support of the law of Predommance is 
between the denotations of the Root and the Afhx, as well as that of 
ordinary actual cognition , while, on the other hand, for one who holds the 
denotatıon of the Verbal Affix to consist of the dgené pure and simple, 
there is nothing (in the Verb) that could denote the Bhivund, and hence 
there would be uo possibility of your defiuitious pumting to the pre 
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dominance of that (Bhdvand) , specially as from the very defimtion (of 
the denotation of the Affix) that you vouchsafe, it 1s the Agent that comes 
to be the piedominant factor, and that (as you have also shown) is 
opposed to the facts of actual cognition Consequently, if the trend of 
uctnal cognition is to be followed, then it must be in due accordance with 
that that the denotation of the Affix should be defined, and there 1s no 
doubt that such a defimtion has been supplied only by those who hold that 
denotation to consist of the Bhavana, and by none others Consequently 
the otner theorists having passed over the fact of ordinary actual cogni 
tion, like the denotabslety, the predominance also of the Agent should be 
necessaiily accepted by them, and thus the Acteon (of ‘Telling Lies’) 
would come to pertain to ham (and not fo the Sucizfice) [Thus it is clear 
that the question of the denotation of the Agent by the Verb has a ver y 
distinct bearing upon the main puint of the present Adhtkarana | 

Says the Opponent “What you say would be possible in case 
“the Direct Declaration referred only to the relationship of Taduthyu 
“ (belonging to, beng for the sake of) Asamatter of fact however, what 1s 
“actually declared, and cognised as such, is the relationship between the 
“ denotations of the Root and the Affix, of the qualification and the qual 
“ fied, without any vestige of Zädarthya, anything with regird to the one 
“ belonging to, oy being for the sake of, the other And though the denota- 
“ tion of the Root, which 1s the qualification, 1s cognised as the subs 
‘vient factor, yet, as in the case of the word ‘ Rajapurushak,’ so in the 
“present case also, the characters of the Subsidiary and Primary may be 
‘attributed ın a way contiary to that indicated by actual cognition That 
“ıs to say, in the word ‘ Büşapurushah” the Raja, serving as the qualı 
“İyıng factor, 1s recognised as the subservient element, while when we 
‘come to consider the case as to which one of the two ıs the reil 
“ subsıdıary, and which the actual Pirmary, it is the Raja that comes to 
“be known as the Pirmary, the predomimant factor 

“ Then again, ın the case of such words ‘ Pacaku’ and the like, the ka ala 
“ıs not one that has the point of its predominant factor doubtful, and 
“ yet, even ın such cases, the Action is not cognised as belonging to the 
“Agent For imstance, ın connection with the ‘ singleness, and ‘masculi 
“ mty’ ete of “Paçu, which aie all shown to be connected with one 
“ another by the fact of being denoted by the various factors of the same 
“ word (‘pacund’),—-when these come to be considered as being subservient 
“to the action (of ‘sacrifice’), the declaration will be made to the effect 
“that ‘Direct Declaration does not mean that there ıs no signification of the 
“ Syntactical Connection’ (Bhdshya on Siitra IV—i—15), and im the same 
“ manner, we can declare, m the present connection, that ‘ Direct Declara- 
“tion does not mean that there is nu indication by the Context’ 
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“Further, even though the Agent may be denoted, in the pregent 
“case, as the predominant factor, yet the Import should be taken as 
“indirectly implying its subordinate character. That is to say, though 
“the Agent may be denoted as the predominant factor, yet the Import 
» does not show it to be the principal factor. Consequently, if the Verb 
“ were to indicate the character of the Agent, it could not be indicated as 
“ the subordinate factor; and if one is called an ‘ Agent,’ a ‘ performer,’ 
“ while performing an action, then, inasmuch as one who ‘ performs’ an 
‘action must be a factor subordinate to that Action, he could never be 
“ recognised as the Primary (or Principal) factor. 

“ The same may be said to be the case where the actual denotation is 
“ wholly indifferent (as to the predominance or subservience of the Agent). 

“€ It has been urged above that ‘the Agent is merely denoted by the 
“ verbal affix, and as for its subordinate or predominant character, that 
“ would be implied indirectly.’ But even then, if the Agent were denoted 
“simply as an object, its predominant or snbordinate character could 
“be taken as one may please, because the actual denotation would be 
o wholly indifferent as to this. But as a matter of fact, the Agent is always 
“denoted in the form of the Agent, which consists of the subordinate 
“ character; and hence there cannot be said to be an indifference on the 
“ point. 

“ Then, it has been argued that, ‘even though it may be denoted as the 
“ subordinate factor, yet the second further requirement (of the sentence) 
“ would show it out in the character of the predominant factor. But this 
“ig scarcely admissible ;—as it directly contradicts the Direct Declara- 
“ tion on the point; as we have found that the verb has directly denoted 
“it as the ‘Agent,’ which is synonymous with the ‘subsidiary’; and if 
“subsequently we were to set aside this character, we would be going 
“directly against the said Direct Declaration. Nor does the absence of 
“an assumption of the subordinate character leave anything meaningless, 
“ (hat might necessitate such an assumption necessary ; because all that 
“is necessary for the required connection is indicated by the Context. 
‘ Just as in the case of the non-denotation of the Agent (by the Verb), 
o the Context is capable of indicating, unopposed, all that is necessary for 
“the actual preformance of the Action,—so would it also do, in Cases 
“where the Agent is denoted in the way shown above; and as such there 
“ would be no contradiction involved in this 

“Then again, the single verbal affix could not, at one and the same 
“time, denote the subordinate, as well as the predominant character (of 
“the Agent); and hence when accepting any one of these, if we were to 
“ accept it as the predominant factor, then, it would lose its nominative 
“ character, which consists of being suheldiary fo the Action; and coming 
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“to he something that 1s obtained or approached, it would come to have the 
“ character of the objective, and consequently, inasmuch as the Declen 
“ gional endings would be based upon that (objective) (ın accordance with 
o Pömavs Sūtra ‘lak karmam, et’), we should have the Atmanépada (or 
“ Passive) form of the verb (1e ‘ayaié " instead of ‘ yajatz’), in accordance 
“ with Panini’s sūtra ‘ Bhavakarmanoryah ” 

“The followmg argument might be brought forward here “Al 
“ Agents take to certain courses of action, never without a distinct pur 
“ pose m view, consequently, he always appears in a two-fold characte: — 
‘(1) that of the Performer, the nomimatiye and (2) that of the 
“ possessor of the results issuing fiom the Action And hence, when the 
“ Agent would be denoted ın both these characters, both the said require 
“ments following from the Action would be found to be duly sup- 
‘ plied ’ 

€ But this is scarcely admissible, because the character of the agent 
‘1g distinctly known to consist in the shape of the Performer, the 
“ Nominative, and ıt 1s this that would be denoted (by the Verbal Affix), 
“and then, as for the fact of being the possesso? (of the result of the 
“ Action), that comes to be recognised subsequently, by other means of 
‘knowledge Though ıt ıs a fact that the character of the nommative 
“ Agent 1s not possible without that of the Possessor (of the Result of the 
‘ Action), yet, masmuch as this latter is cogmsable by othe: meaus 
“ of knowledge, what the Verb must be taken as denoting is only the 
“ character of the Performer (of the Action) In fact, we actually find 
“ other words (than the Verb),—words such as ‘svargahdmak’ and 
“ the hke,—used with a view to the pointing out of the character of the 
‘© Possessor of Results 

6 For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the character of the 
“ Agent (even when denoted by the Verb) 1s alw:33 that of the subor 
“ dinate factor 

“ And im this case, we have the following further advantage We 
“ find that even msentient objects, like the piece of wood for mstance, are 
“ spoken of as Nominative Agents , and certamly, the character of these 
“ could not be based upon any desire fo: results, consequently there can 
“ be no such certain notion (as that the nominative character always 1m 
“ plres that of the Possessor of Results) 

“€ That 18 to say, the definition of ‘Nominative Agent” that we 
“ should admit must be one that applies to all such Agents And asa 
“ natter of fact, we find that the characteristic of * desing the results’ 
“ does not apply to all, inasmuch as it is not possible in sentient 
“ objects (which are often found to serve as nomimative agents), while 
“ as for the character of ‘ being the performer,’ ıt is found to exist in all 
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“ such objects Consequently, this latter alone should be accepted as 
“ constituting the differentia of the ‘ Agent ’ 

“ Thus then we find that the Action cannot belong to the Man (or 
“ Agent) (even in the case of its being denoted by the Verbal Affix) 

“ And hence, there 1s no need of taking up the consideration (of the 
“question as to whether the Agent is, or is not, denoted by the Verbal 
“ Affix) ”’ 


To the above, we make the following reply Though ıt 1s quite true 
thac the verb does not denote the subsidiary character of the Action (when 
it is taken as denoting the Agent), yet such character of it is shown by 
the very fact of its qualifying the Agent, and thereby bemg subordinate to 
ıb Consequently, one kind of its subservience to the Agent, with regard 
to 1ts denotatıon by the verb (along with the Action), is found to be dis 
tinctly mentioned And that should be accepted, with regaid to the Pe,- 
formance also (of the action, and not with regard to the denotatzon only) 

In the case of such expressions as ‘ Rayapurushahk’ also, the operation 
of the words themselves distimctly indicates the fact of the Raja being 
the subordinate factor, while on the stiength of other means of know- 
ledge, the actual relation of subse1 vieney between the Raya and the Purusha 
13 accepted to be quite the contrary (2e the Purusha is recognised as 
subordinate to the Ra?6) , as has been shown under the ‘ Saktvad/ikarana’ 
(TI—:—1l1 eż seq ), and it has also been explained that this latter recogmition 
of the contrary relationship does not necessaily make such selation 
the actual denotation of the words 

In fact, that subordinate element which really subsists in the Ray ti, 
is that upon which the operation of the word (in ‘Rajapurushah’) as 
based That subordinate element really exists Because the Raya, pro- 
viding fot the subsistence of the Purusha (his servant), comes to be 
endowed with the subordinate character, and as for his ‘lordship’ over 
the man, he comes to assert it later on, and the way in which he may be 
spoken of (either as the Lord or the subordinate) depends upon the wish 
of the speaker (ın whichever chaacter he may wish to tepiesent him) 

That 1s to say, if what is meant to be spoken of 1s the ‘ Purusha 
(servant) qualified by (belonging to) the Baja, then, ıt must be admitted 
that what ıs meant to be indicated by the comsound ıs the fact of the 
Ra,a@ according such aids (to his servant) as the providing for his subsis- 
tence, as this would be exactly ın keeping with the actual denotation of the 
words When, on the othe: hand, the 47 ıs meant to be spoken of as 
one that ıs helped (served) by his servant, then it would be necessary to 
take the fact of the Riya bemg the gualfied, as indicated by the word 

163 
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and in that case, the Paiusha (servant) comes to be indicated as hn 
qnalrficition, carrying out his orders, and ın that case the eXpiession 
used should be in the form of “ Purusharajak’ Thus then, while the use 
of the two forms (‘ Rajapuiushah’ and ‘PuiusharagGh’) ıs found to be 
conditioned by the two meanings shown above as those desited to be 
con veyed, why should we have recourse to the complicated alternative of 
having the use of them conditioned by the mere deszre to express, as based 
upon the help accorded to the action to be spoken of afterwards’ Thus 
then, when the use of a word is found to be biought about by a previ 
ously existing cause, we conclude that in the case of the word “Rünapuu 
shah, the subsidiaty character (of the Raya) that ıs meant is that based 
upon the fact of his helping (the se:vant) Though, in the case of such 
possessions as the Cow, the born slave and the lke, the subsidiary 
character (of the Master) ıs absolutely non existing, yet such character 
should be taken as imposed upon him by the possibilty of his extending 
his helping hand to them 

It may be argued that ın such cases as that of the word ‘ Rayapuru- 
shah, with a view to establish the superiority of the Raya, we can explain 
" upasanana? (the character whereof is attributed to the Raz) as ‘ Helper,’ 
and not as ‘Subsidiary’ But even then, the character of the helpe 
would be more proximate to the Subsedea? y, whose function tends to 
‘helping,’ and not to the Primary, and hence the ‘helping’ also would 
only establish the subszdsary character of the Raja 

In the case of all such words 18 ‘ p&caka’ and the like, masmuch as 
the very existence of the word 1s due to the action of helping (by cookmg, 
et” ), we accept the existence of this helpeng in the actions (of cooking, fi), 
which thus become endowed with the character of the Subsedzury, and 
not with that of the Promary, which could be based only on the fact of 
then being something to be accomplished 

Objgectzon “In that case, in the sentence ‘ prohshitabhyam ulukhala 
“ məusalübhyüm, ete (‘by means of the ulëkhala and musala duly washed 
“ ete’), the washing would become subservient to the substance (pounded) ” 

Reply Who demes that fact? (We quite readily admit it) 

Objection ‘Then, the consideration of the question as to whether 
“or not the said washing is for the purpose of threshing, pounding, ete, 
“ would be wholly incompatible ” 

Reply Why should it be incompatible, specially when the fact of 
something tending towards the accomplishment of another is quite differ 
ent from its bemg for the sake of that? For instance, the accessor, 
though being for the sake of the substance, yet tends towards the accomplish- 
ment of the actron, and under the circumstances, it is only natural that 
there should aııse the question as to whether the particular accessory 
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cetail (of washing) teuds towards the accomplishment ot the intervening 
action of thieshing ənd pounding, ete, or to that of the much remoter 
Apiirva (of the Sacrifice) And as for the consideration of the question 
as to for whose sahe we have the washkeng, that could not be very well 
carried on, without a reference to the Ulakhala and the Musala,—the 
question to be considered being whether the washing 1s for the sake of 
tae capability of the Uliihala and the Musala to bring about the actrons 
of threshing and pounding, or to that capability of these which tends to 
bring about a certam transcendental result (Apt: va) 

Then again, though the hidden objective character of a certain 
thing would not include the action, yet, when the Nominative character 
becomes manifested, as located ın (manifested by) the Verh, this 
latte. would certamlyincludeit That is to say, those kératus (the Accu- 
satıve, etc ) that are denoted by Ardantas fuonns formed by kri affixes), 
being hidden (not explicit), could not take up the action as being for 
their own sake, those, however, that :esıde ın Nouns and Verbs proper, 
are quite manifest, and would be capable of taking up the action 

It has been argued above that “as in the case of the singleness of 
the anemal, so, in the case in question also, if the Action, that has got rid 
of the relationship of being for the sake of the Agent, were taken as 
pertaming to the Saciifice, there would be nothing objectionable in 
this ” 

To this we make the fonoving [ep'y Inasmuch as the snglenes» 
ete, are included m the Kéraras, they would be for the sake of the 
\etion, because of then being amenable to the direct denotation of the 
Karaka, , and this would set aside the idea of those (singleness, etc ) bemg 
subsidiary to the substance That is t> say, it would be solely on the 
ground of proximity (consisting of the fact of its being eapressed by the 
same word) that the number could be taken as subsidiary to the sub 
stance, butitis taken up and connected with the Aeizon by the karaka, which 
is the predominant factor, being more proximately related to the number 
(inasmuch as the karaka and the number are denoted by the same case 
ending, while the number and the substance ave denoted by two distinct 
ports of the Verb) In the case of the denotations of Verbal Roots, 
however, they are not shown, by any other more authoritative means of 
knowledge, to pertain to th Suerzfice, which could rerect the fact of those 
100t-meanings being subsidiuy to the Nominative Agent 

Then again, an aigument that has been urged 1s that, “inasmuci 
as the characte: of the Nommative Agent ıs ın the shape ot the Subsdary, 
even though ıt be denoted as the predominant factor, it all the more 
comes to be established as the Subsidiary ” 

But this w not correct in the matter of actions mentioned in the 
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Serrptures, it is only intelligent agents that are entitled, consequently, 
there could be no myunction of actions for such agents, unless it were 
accompanied by a distanct definition of the Result (to follow from the 
performance of those actions) 

Thats to say, though the character of the Agent generally consists m 

that of Ins being the per former, yet, for all intelligent performers, the 
performance 1s always accompanied by a definite idea of the result to 
follow from ıt, and, as a matter of fact, ib is only such intelligent per 
sons, and not non mtelligent ones, that are entitled to the performance 
of actions lad down m the Veda, and all these actions are connected 
with certain Injunctions,—even Pi ohibitions bemg based upon the pres- 
ence of the Injunctive affix, and, as a matter of fact, there can be no 
Injunction, unless there 1s something desirable by man to be accomphshed 
(by the action enjomned) Consequently, when the Man comes to be 
spoken of as the ‘ performer’ of a certam action, he at once comes to the 
conclusion that the action is calculated to accomplish, either directly or 
indnectly, something desirable for himself, and so long as 1t is possible 
to have the help accorded duectly, ıt ıs not 1ight to assume an indirect 
help Nor ıs the performe: wholly 1ucapable of unde:gomg preparatory 
purifications, because, being meant to be the substratum of the result of 
the Sacrifice, his purification would serve a distinctly useful purpose 
As for the particular help that could be accorded to him by the action, 
we can, at the first ınstance, take ıt to be a mere help ın general, as 
tha would be enough to set aside the idea of the action being for the 
sake of the Saeriffce, and when this has been done, then we can go 
on assuming, as we wish, the particular helps accorded to the performer 
(by the action ın question), but this seeking after particular helps 
would be of no use ın the present connection, as the mere fact of the 
action according some help to the Performer would be enough to show that 
the acöıon cannot be for the sake of the Sacrifice (That is to say, m case 
the Verb be accepted to be denotative of the Performer, the Nominative 
Agent) 

Even though the mere denotation of the Nominative Agent would 
not express his predominance, which is not meluded in the forme: 
denotation,—yet, the apparent meonsistency of the former denotation 
would necessarily imply the fact of the p:edominance also being signified 
by the same Verb As for instance, even though the word ‘ svargaka 
mak’, which denotes a paiticula: Person, does not denote the fact of the 
svarga being the object to be attained, yet this latter 1s assumed (on the 
strength of the apparent inconsistency of the previous denotation) (as we 
shall show ın Adhy@ya VI) In the same manner, the ‘lordship’ of an 
intelligent person (over a certain action) would be signified by the cog 
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nition of the nominative character being based upon the presence, in that 
person, of a desne fo) the acquiring of the iesults (to proceed from that 
action) Aud then again, m the case of the Deity, which 1s the recre 
pient of the offering made in the action, we find that its predominance 15 
ıccognized only as leadimg toits bemg cognised as inst: umental ın the com 
pletion of the Sacrifice, and not with the sole end of merely establishing 
the said predomimance, and similarly in the case ın question, the sub 
sidtary character of the Agent should be taken only as calculated to estab 
lish his predonanance (consisting in the fact of his bemg the possessor of 
the result following from the action) 

Then again, the subsidiary character of the Nominative Agent 1s not 
recognized as referring to the sigmifications of the verbal ioots, (but as 
with reference to the Bhivand) , and when the Agent comes to be known 
as subsidiary to the Bhavana, do not you even then admit the significa 
tion of the verbal ıoot to be subsidiary to him ” 

Thatis to say, even for one who holds the Nominative Agent to be 
denoted by the Verbal Affix (ce for the Varyakarana), ıt is absolutely 
necessary to admit the existence of the Bhavana, on the strength of its 
actual cognition And then, inasmuch asitis the Bhavana that ıs denoted 
by the same Verbal Affix, and ıs the predominant factor ın the denotation 
of that affix, ıt naturally takes with itself the Nominative Agent as its 
subsidiary, and as snch, the Agent does not become subsidiary to the 
signification of the verbal root And heuce, the Agent, being engaged 
with the Bhavana which he cannot turn aside to any othe: purpose, comes 
to take up, as his subsidiary, that which is sigmfied by the verbal root 
(connected with the affix that denotes the Bhavani and the 
Agent) 

Nor is there any incongruity involved in the fact of the Agent having 
the twofold character (of being subsidiary to the Bhavana, and yet the 
predominant factor m compazison to the sigmification of the verbal 
root), because the two are two subjects totally apart If the Agent 
were taken as also subsidiary to the Root meanıng riself, then even 
a single such sigmification would be self-contradictory As a matter 
of fact, we find that, m the case ın question, it is with ieference to the 
Bhāvanā that the Agent 1s1egarded as the subssdeary, while with reference 
to the Root-meanıng, ıt 1s the predominant facto: , and as such there can 
be no self-contzadiction ın this Because, 1f a thing that is naturally 
endowed with a twofold character, should be denoted by words also as 
having both of those characters,—what mcongruity can there be ım this ” 
On ıt may be that while one of these characters ıs expressed directiy by 
the word, the other 1s ımpled only indirectly , and thus, too, there can be 
no self-contradiction 
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And thus, in’smuch as there is always a possibility of the nomina 
tive agent beng the predominant factor, that which is signified by the 
verbal root woaid certainly become subservient to that Agent Gf he be 
vimuitted to be denoted by the verbal affix) 

There is yet another pomt of difference deserving of notice, it is 
this The words ‘ pücaka” and the like are recognised as connected with 
nother action, and hence im the case of such woids the mere denotation 
of the word would make the 1006 a qualification (ot the Agent) 

That is to say, we have the following point of difference between the 
subservient character based upon verbal denotation aud that based upon the 
nature of things —In the case of the sentence—‘ pacakam 1ajapurusham 
cu @naya’ (‘Fetch the cook and the King’s servant’)—we find that the 
actzon of cooking and the hing become subservient to the Man that is 
connected with the action of fetching (1e the man that is to be fetched} 
merely thiongh the peculiar character of the denotations of the words 
(‘pitcaka’ and ‘rapwiusha’), and so it is just possible that the two 
(the cooking and the kung) may not go so fa: as to become the actual 
auxiliaries (to the Man and the action of fetcheng) On the other hand, 
ın the case of such sentences as ‘xdméam vadét, we find that the words 
do not make a mention of the connection of the nominative agent with 
any othe: action (than that of ‘telling’ fı), so that we do not stand in 
need of a subservient character based upon the mere denotation of words, 
md consequently, we are led to accept the subservient character of the 
ıoot-meaning (the Action of éellexg) as based upon the nature of things, 
and this character can be none other that of being the auxılıary 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that, in the event of the 
Agent being accepted to be denoted by the verbal affix, there ıs a dis 
tinct authoritative means of knowledge pomting to the fact of the 
Action signified by the verbal root being subservient to the Man 

Ob? eeioon “But, even if the Agent were not denoted by the verbal 
“ affix, then too, inasmuch as he would be indicated by the Bhavana that 
“ıs denoted by the same word (as the Agent, 1e by the verbal affix), 
“ob would be he that would be most nearly ielated, by Context, to the 
“verbal root, and hence, ın this case too, when the Action signified by the 
“ verbal ioot would come to look for its purpose, this want would be 
“ supphed by the said Agent, and hence m this case also, just as in the 
‘ ease of the Agent bemg denoted by the verbal affix, the Action would 
“€ be subservient to the Agent” 

Reply Tins objection does not quite apply to the case, because only 
that word can be taken m its indirect indicative sense, which is not 
capable of affording a sense by dnect denotation, and when the word 
has nnee afforded this direct denotation, it ıs then that the Indication 
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appears as its concomitant (and hence it is that this latter cannot have 
o preference over Direct Denotation 3. 

That is to say, if the Agent were Jexoted (by the verbal affix), then, if 
he should happen to he spoken of, in a general way, —without having his 
~pecialities pointed out,—by Direct Denotation,—then, he would cer- 
tainly be able to fulfil all the requirements of every one of the actions that 
he would perform; and as sach, in no case, would he fall of from the 
sense of the Scriptures. On the other hand, if he is only indicated (by 
the Bhāvanā), then, from the very beginning, we would have the ideu 
that what is cognized is not in keeping with the sense of the Scrip- 
tures. And certainly we cannot attach any importance to that which is 
not mentioned by the Scriptures. Consequently, if we could find ont 
some scriptural authority pointing to the fact of the Agent being indi~ 
cated by the Bhavana, then alone could we accept it as being in keeping 
with the Scriptures, and hence admissible. But as a matter of fact, we 
find that all the words of the Scripture betake themselves to the indirect 
method of Indication only when their direct signification is not found to 
be of any use with regard to the Action; and in the case in question we 
find that the Bhavana is of use (in the Action), only in the shape in 
which it is directly denoted (by the verbal affix). But it is not possible 
for the verbal affix to operate, at the same.time, both directly (with 
regard to the Bhavana) and indirectly (with reference to the Agent). 

Consequently, just as in the case of the utterance,‘ Pirvo dhavati’ 
(‘the former is running’), though the ‘latter’ is, also implied as the 
correlative of the ‘former,’ yet it is not connected with the action (of 
running),—-so, in the same manner, the fact is that the expression in 
question (ie. the verbal affix) being really given to something else 
(the Bhavana), the Agent is simply implied as the correlative of 
this Bhavana; and as such, this implied Agent is not cognized as of any 
use with regard to the Action in question. Then, as for the mere cogni- 
tion of the Agent by Indication, that would be possible only when the 
Agent would be a subordinate factor, and hence the said Indication 
could not point to the fact of the Agent being the predominant factor. 
And then the upshot of the whole affair is that, for the sake of its 
own accomplishment, which would not be otherwise possible, the Bhdvana 
implies the Agent, only as a subordinate, and not as a predominant 
factor; and hence an idea of his predominance would be wholly un- 
founded. Specially as the Bh avand would not be able to imply the Agent, 
if he were the predominant factor. Consequently as soon as the Agent 
begins to bring itself forward to a predominant position, and we look for 
an authority for this latter position, we find both the word (the verbal 
affix) and the Bhivanad wholly indifferent on the point; and as a matter 
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of fact, there can be no other 1ight means of the cognition of the said 
predommance (which thus becomes wholly unfounded) 

Thus then, we find that the consideration of the question, as to 
whether, 01 not, the Agent ıs denoted (by the verbal afix), —has a very 
important bearing upon the main point of the Adhikarana 

And upon this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The sentence—‘ nanriam vadet’—must be taken as prohibiting the 
teleng of hes that the man does for us own sake, on account of the 

“ general tendency of speech to be false, that ıs to say, ıt lays down the 
‘prohibition of teling les for the sake of saving man from a gılevons sin 

“ (1) Becanse the word ‘ vadét’ directly denotes the Man (as the no 
“ mınative agent), (2) because if is only when taken in this manne: 
“that the Injunction is found to sel vex useful purpose, and (3) because if 
“ıt pertained to the sacrifice, ıt would be altogethe: useless 

€ That is to say, in the first place, the connection of the action of 
“‘ telling’ with the Agent ıs duectly denoted by the fact of both of them 
“ bemg denoted by the same word (the ‘telling’ by the root “vada, and 
“the Agent by the verbal affix, ın the word “ adet”), and this connection 
“sets aside the mdication of the Context (which is the sole authority for 
“connecting the ‘Tellmg’ with the Sacifice) Secondly, the operation 
“of the Injunctive (m ‘vadét’) also ıs found to serve the distinctly 
“useful purpose of laying down something not mentioned before (1e the 
“prohibition of the telling of hes for the sake of Man), while if it vere 
“ meant to be for the sake of the Sacizfice, then, the Injunctiveness would 
“rest wholly m that which is signified by the 1006 (1e—the mete 
“ telling’), which would be brought up by the declaration of the pa 
“ formance of the saciifice as a whole, and as such an actual mjunction 
“to the same effect would be absolutely useless This ıs what is meant 
“by the Bhaishya,—Otherwise, the meaning of the word ‘vadet’ comes to 
“ be merely that * telling as’ , and the use of the word ‘vadét,’ which denotes 
“the nommative as well as the Injuncizon, for eapressing the mere fact 
“€ that ‘telling as,’ would be absolutely useless 

“Thus then, masmuch as «all Injunctions are for the sake of Man 

Prohibitions also, following in the wake of Injanctions, must be taken 

“as bemg for his sake (and not for that of Sacrifice), and the 
“sense of the sentence ın question comes to be that, ‘for the sake of 
“ helpmg himself a Man should not tell hes” 

“To explain the Saiva—Inasmuch as what the sentence 1s found to 
“ express has already been previously laid for the Man by the Smşrüh, at 
“ the time of his Upanayana, long before he became entitled to the per 
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“formance of the Daica-Piinamfisa,—the same declaration made for the 
“sake of Man, in connection with this sacrifice, must be taken as merely 
“ deseriptive of that which has permanent existence (for the Man, ever 
“smee his Upanayana) 

€ Question ‘When the Prohibition is for the sake of Man, why 
“should the Sutra speak of connection with a sacı ifice 9” 

“ Answer —What is meant to be set aside by the Sätra is that (1) 
‘which the Siddhanti takes to be connected with the sacrifice, (2) which is 
“ spoken of as connected with it, and (3) which is indicated, by the Context, 
‘as being thus connected, the meaning of the Sitia would thus be this 
“ That wha h əs meant by the Siddhantz to be related to the saciifie, or that 
“which 1s spoken of as related to ib or that which is indicated by the Qon 
“teat to be related to 2t,—tnasmuch as all this would really pertain to the 
“ Man, the sentence in question must be taken as merely descr tptive of what 
“ already exist» 

“Objection ‘The sentence rn question, which is a Çrufi, must be taken 
“as the basis jor the Imri text that prohibits the telling of les at the 
“ Upanayana That is to say, it has already been shown (in the Smris- 
““püda) that all Smits are authoritative only by renson of their being 
“ based upon corroborative Ciut: texts, and consequently, masmuch as 
“the sentence mn question is found to be expressive of the same thing as 
“the Smyt: text (prohibiting the telling of les) found in connection 
“with the Upanayana ceremony, the former should be taken as the basis 
“of the latter (and not as merely descriptive of 1t) That 1s to say, if 
“ the authority of the Smrti rested in itself, mdependently of everything 
“else, then, on the strength of this fact, the Cruts-sentence under con- 
“sideration might have been taken as merely descriptive of what has 
“always existed (on the strength of the aforesaid Smrt text) Asa 
“matter of fact, however, ın the case of all Smrt: texts, ib 18 necessary 
“ to trace the con oboratıon of a Gi uti-text And ın the case ım question, 
“the only alternatives at oni disposal are—”1) to assnme some other 
“ Cruts-tert as the basis of the said Smrti, and take the one under consi- 
“ deratıon as merely descriptive, or (2) to take the sentence nnder consi- 
“ deration as the basis of that Safe But so long as we actually find 
“the necessary corroborative Cruti text m the shape of the one under 
“ consideration, “there can be no ground for assuming one that does not 
“ exist (or, at least is not is casily perceptible) In fact, such an assump- 
“tion would involve two unjustifiable tumgs—the rejection of the text 
“ that already exists, and the assumption of that which has no existence 
‘Consequently we cinnot take the sentence in qistion to be a mere 
“descriptive declaration ” 

“ The ,epiy to the above as given by the Bhäshyn is this (If tre 
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“Smrti rule wire based upon the Cruti-text mn question, then) the 
o Smarts should have mentioned the Darga-Pirnamitsa sacrifice, as a matter 
“of fact, however, we find the Smite rule being taught at the time of the 
“ Upanayana, consequently the sentence n question cannot be taken as the 
“ Vedic basis of the Smrü rule 

“To this answer, however, some people object as tollows ‘In the 
“Bhashya, there does not appear to be any connection or relevancy of 
“that which follows to whit has gone before Because if the sentence 
“im question were taken as pertaining to Man, being taken apart from 
“the Context,—then in that case ınasmuch as the sentence would have 
“the same meaning as the Smi rale,—why should not, m that case, 
“ the sentence in question, be taken is the basis of the Smriz? That 18 
“ to say, if the sentence under consideration were meant to pertain to the 
Sacrifice, and thus serve as the basis of the Smtz:,—then, in that case, 
“ aa it would be necessary for the bases and that which 2s based upon st to 
“be of the same nature, and as the two (the basec (rut and the based 
‘ Smriz), ın this case, would not be simular in character (the Çruftt per- 
“taming to the Sacrifice, while the Smt pertains to Man), the one 
“(the Crut: sentence unde: consideration) could not have served as the 
“basis of the Smri: rule When, however, the indications of the 
‘t Context are set aside, and the sentence under consideration is taken as 
“ pertamıng to Man, then, masmuch as this also would come to pertain 
“ to the time of the Upanuyana (and thus being exactly similar in charac- 
“ ter to the Smrf iule), wherefore should not the Parcepaksho have 
“ admitted the fact of the Smrt being based upon the sentence ın ques 
“ton? Why too would it be necessary for the Smrt rule to have 
“ mentioned the Darça- Pürnamüsa (when both the Sm and ris corrobo- 
“ rative Çruit teat in the shape of the one under consideration would 
“ come to pertam to Man)? For these reasons, we conclude that the 
“ demal (ın the Bhishya passage under consideration) of the fact of the 
“ sentence in question being the basis of the Smrf 1ule wasill advised ” 

“ But this objection is not quite admissible , because in the present 
“ Adhıkarana, the Bhüs: ya puts forth three distinct Purvapakshas, 
‘from among whom, the first can admit of the fact of the sentence 
“ under consideration being the basis of the Imri rule, while the other 
“ two insist upor the former being taken merely as descriptive of what 
“ has been laid down im the latter 

“ That 1s to say, if the only declaration of the Pi: vapaksha were that 
“in regard to the sentence pertaining to Man, then the Bhashya passage 
“ under consideration would have been irrelevant As a matte: of fact, 
“ however, the existence of this very passage in the Bhāshya shows that 
“ the author of the Bhashya had in view three distinct Pairvapakshas 
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“ which are as follows —(1) First of all is one that ıs wholly indepen- 
“ dent of the Sitra,—and this is that the sentence in question pertains 
“to Man, and ın this case, the Smrti: rule is not brought forward at 
“all, and if ıt were absolutely necessary to bing it forward ım this 
“case also, then, there would be notling to prevent us from accept 

“ing the Smris to be based upon the sentence under consideration 

“€ And ın the case of this Purvupuksha both of these (the Cratz and the 
“ Smric) would be accepted as free fiom all doubt as to whether they 
“ are Injgunciive or Descreptrve (as both would be admitted to Injune 

“ tive) —(2) But finding the two Sütras (12 and 13) not connected with 
“ one another ın regaid to the above Pérvapak ha, the Bhashya, with a 
“ veevr to put forward the theory of the sentence bemg a Descriptive 
“ Declaration (which Pū vapaksha would be in keeping with the 
“ Siddhanta Sütra 13), takes up the view that the sentence in question 
“ pertains to the Man as connected with the Sacrifice, and hence makes 
“the declaration—The telluny of le» was piohibited at the tıme of 
“the Upanayana And the objector taking his stand upon the first 
€ Pinvapaksha, objects to the declaration of the sentence in question 
“ being mereiy descriptive, when ib should be taken as forming the very 
“basis of the Smriz rule And ın reply to this objection, the Szddhants 
“ (of the Piivapaksha) denies the fact of the sentence in question bemg 
“the basis, and in doing this he practically accepts the second Piva 

“ paksha , his meaning being that we have not idmitted the sentence to per 

“tain to the Man by himself, but to him us connected with the Saorsfice, 
“just hko the Abhzkramana, in accordance with the Sua H1—iv—15. 
and certainly this would not apply to all men or even ell through the 
‘hfe of one man even This view would be in keepmg with Duect 
“ Declaration (which connects the telling with the Man as well as with the 
‘Context (which connects it with the Sacrizce) And thus the Smrts 
“mle, which has a universal application, could not have all its require 

“ ments suppled by the Cruts-text ın question, which has a hnuted scope 
“of application, applymg to one man only, and that too, ouly during 
“ the time that he may be engigedin the Daca Piamumasa , eorsequent 

“ly the Smrte would certainly pomt to ı Ciut: teat exactly like itself 
“ (that could serve as its basis), and when this latte: has been issumed, 
‘the Prohibition (of tellang lhes) in connection with the Dana Pü na 

“ müsa sacrifice, bemg found to be a part of that contuned m the as 

“ sumed sentence, comes to be taken as merely desuruptzze For certainly, 
“ that which serves as a Prohibition, from the very day of the Upanayand, 
“would act as one during the Darcu Pinnamdsa also Yhus then, mas 

“much as the Darya Piinume a would tall within the time between one’s 
“ Upanuyana wd his deith, the scutcnee thit sperks of the piohsbttion 
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“ of telling lies during these Sacrifices must be merely descriptive of 
“the wider Prohibition pertaining to the man’s whole life; and it 
“ could not form the basis of the Smrti rule. The sentence in the 
“ Bhashya— pica purushadharmam évopodiganti’— (which appears in the 
“ course of this second Purvapaksha)—should be taken along with the 
“ former; as it speaks of the Prohibition pertaining to the Man.—(3), 
“ Or, this very sentence—‘ apica etc”—may be taken as putting forward 
“the third theory of the Pürsapaksha. And in this case the sentence 
“ would not be taken as referring to the question of the P:ohibition 
“ pertaining to the Man or to the Sacrifice; but the questiou being 
“as to whether the Prohibition of telling lies, that we find in 
“connection with the Darça-Pü”namösa, is the injunction of some- 
“ thing never laid down before, or it is only descriptive of what has been 
“ previously laid down,—we have the Pirvapaksha that, because of the 
“ Prohibition being contained in the Smrti, it is merely descriptive of 
“ what already exists. . 

“ Objection: ‘The connection of the Prohibition as found in the 
_“ Smrtc is wholly different from that found inthe sentence in question ; 
“ because in the former it relates to Man, while in the latter it relates to 
“ the Sacrifice (and hence the one could not be merely descriptive of the 
“ other).’ 

“€ Reply: Trae, it is so; and yet the sentence in question is merely 
“ descriptive of what already exists; because, even in the sacrifice, the 
€ telling of lies must belong to the Mun, and not to the Sacrifice; conse- 
“ quently that prohibition of the telling of lies, which relates to the Mux, 
“ would apply to the Sucrifice also. 

“That is tosay, though it is true that the Prohibition relating to 
“the Sacrifice is something different from that relating to Mun, yet the 
“former could not have the trne character of the Injunction,—as it 
“would certainly be implied by the impossibility in the former. For 
“certainly, itis not possible that a Man should avoid the telling of lies 
e for his own sake, and go on telling them for the sake of the Sacrifice. 
‘Thus then, inasmuch as the prohibition of telling lies for the sake 
“of the Sacrifice would be included in that of telling them for the sake 
“ of the Man himself, the former could not but be taken as merely descrip- 
“ tive of the latter. 

“In this latter Pürcapaksha, there would be no question as to the 
“Prohibition forming the Vedic basis for the other: because the 
“ Smrti rule relates to the Mun (while the Cruti one relates to the 
“ Sacrifice ). 

“ Or the portion of the Bhashyu, from the begiuning of the passage 

‘under consideration, down to ‘dargupirnamisayorité hi smaryeta’, 
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t should be taken as containing the answer , the sense of which would be 

‘that, inasmuch as the sentence ın question is only descriptive of what 
“has been already laid down ina Suite rule based upon anothe: Vedic 
“text, ıt only serves the purpose of eulogizing the sacriices (of the 
€ Darya-Padinamdsa),—the form of the eulogy bemg that, ‘inasmuch as 
“this Sacrifice becomes connected with even such Prohibitions as 
“yeally pertain to othe. thmgs, it becomes endowed with many 

‘accessolies, and as such 1t is very praiseworthy ” 

‘ And thus the sentence comes to be a mere ‘Arihavida ” 


SIDDHANTA 


ööttə e (418) It is an Injunction, because of the connection 
being wholly different 


Fust of all, the Bhishya tikes the ngument herein propounded 
vız, the difference of connection as against the fist Parvapahsha that 
the Prohibition relates to the Man by himself 

In the Sor”, we find the ıule One should tell the truth 
(‘ Satyam brityat’),—enjomeny the telling of truth as a source of Dharma 
(Vutue), while the sentence ın yuestion—‘ niinrtam vadét’— lays down 
the Prohebetron of telling lees, and thus there is a distinct difference 
between the subject matte: of thc two rules And as a matter of fact 
we know that the mention of one thing cannot be descriptive of that of 
a totally different thing, conscquently the sentence ın questeon must 
be taken us an independent Injunction 

Objection “€ lhere are only two ways in which a man can speak, 
‘—the telling of the truth, and the telling of untruth, consequently 
“the restriction of tellmg the tiuth would nitwally involve the prohi 
“bition of the telling of the untiuth, and thus the latte. would 
“ certainly be desciiptive of the former ” 

Reply Ib is not so, because of the difference of connection That is 
to say, that sentence alone cin bc taken as descriptive of another, which 
is found to serve exactly the same purpose as the other does In the 
case of one being an Injunction and the other 1 Prohibition, there is a 
distinct difference between the purposes served by them, specially as 
the results brought by the two are so wholly difterent For instance, 
whenever the Injunction operates, it operates tuwaids the julfilment of 
something desirable, while the Prohibition operates in a wholly different 
manner, serving the purpose of setting uside from a sin 

That 1s to say, ın the case of the Injunction ‘one should tell the 
truth’, we find that when the icsultant Bhāranā siinds in need of 
a purpose, this latter is found to consist in the form of Heaven, etc, 
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because of the fact of all Injunctions relating to something desirable to 
Man , thus then, the meaning of the Injunction comes to be that, ‘it 
bemg possible fo. man to tell the truth as well as the untruth, if he 
sticks to the telling of the truth, he comes to be endowed with some 
thing desnable , and hence one who would tell the truth would attain 
to Heaven But the Injunction says nothing as to whether the telling 
of untruth constitutes an excellence or a defect In the same manner 
the Piohibition contaumed in the sentence “one should not tell hes f 
simply declares that the telleng of lees leads to Hell, and it says noth 
mg as to whether the teleng of truth constitutes an excellence or a 
defect And thus masmuch as the meanings of the two sentences mie 
wholly different, any one of them cannot be taken as a mere repetition 
of the other, and hence the sentence in question must be taken as an 
Injunction (of Prohibition) 

Objectzon “‘Lhe ‘connection’ of the sentence in question would 
“ have been ‘different’, if the declaration of the Smrti had ended 
“with ‘one should tell the truth’ As a matter of fact, we find that 
“the Smrti contains also the Prohibition of telling les, exactly hke 
“the Injunction of telluny the tiuth, and thus in view of this Prohibi 
“tion, the connection of the sentence in question cannot be said to be 
“ different from that which is found in the Safe” 

Reply Inasmuch as the said Smrti Prohibition is found m conise 
of the ‘ Observances laid down for the religious student’, it must be 
taken as an Injunction (of telling the truth) by contraries (Puryudasa), 
on the same grounds is those shown in connection with the sentence “one 
should not look upon the 11sing sun’ ‘lhatis to say, all that the Prohibi- 
tiov, under the circumstances, means is thit “one should say what ıs not 
untrue’ And thus the connection of the sentence m question—‘ nanrtam 
vadét’—would certainly be different fiom any that may be found in the 
Smrti. 

In the case of the latte: Piohibition ‘näntam vadét’, which is 
found ın connection with the Darça-Pürnamdüsa, we find none of the 
reasons that could justify us m taking this also as a Paryudasa (1e an In- 
junction by contraries) , the only two reasons capable of this are— (1) the 
use of the word ‘observance’, and (2) the chance of optional alter 
natives As for the latte:, an optional alternative is possible only in 
a case where what 1s prohibited is something the performabılıty of 
wich 18 pointed out by the Sciiptures themselves, and not im that 
where what 13 prohibited is only that which one would pe:torm for 
vı certain end of his own, (because in the former case both what 1s 
prohibited and the Prohibition would have the support of Scriptural 
authority, while in the latte: case, the Piohibition alone would ha,€ 
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this authority ),—as we shillsee later on (And in the case in question, 
the tellang of lies that 1s prohibited is not based upon any Seriptural 
text | Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken as an 
Injunction 

If, however, the opponent should urge the argument, that —” we 
find, ın the Smrtes, many Prohibitions of telling lhes, apart from the one 
found in the course of the ‘ observances of the rehgious student’ (and 
the sentence in question could be taken as descriptive of these),”—then, 
in that case, we would explain the ‘Difference of Connection’ in the 
following manner That which 1s mentioned in the Smrti 1s mentioned 
for all men, with a view to the fulfilment of certam desirable ends, 
whereas that which is mentioned in the sentence in question 1s for the man 
engaged in the sacrifice (of the Darga Pü:namasü), with a view to a 
distinct result (in the shape of an Apürua) 

Objection “This very reason would show that while the former 
“has a, universal application, the latter is very limited in its scope,— 
“and as such this latter could certainly be taken as merely descrip- 
tive of the former ” 

Reply It 1s not so, because there is a difference in their results, 
as just shown above For instance, all that the Prohibition contained 
m the mra shows is that, ‘with a view to remove sinfulness from 
himself, the Man should not tell a he’ And hence if a person per- 
forming the Dürça Pūrnamāsa sacrifice should come to infringe this 
prohibition, he would, by that, be infrınging something that is 
wholly apait from the Sacrifice, and hence all that such an infringe- 
ment would do would be to bring upon him a sin, and at could not 
cause any discrepancy ın the sacrifice itself (1f we did not attach any 
distinct. significance to the Piohibition that we have found lad down 
ın connection with the Sacrifice Because we know it as a fact that 
the infringement of such Dutzes as pertam to the Man only (apart from 
the Sucrifice) does not cause any discrepancy in the Sacmfice For 
ınstance, if one, ın the course of the performance of a certam Saerı- 
fice, should eat of the flesh of the anımal killed by a poisoned arrow, 
that would cause no discrepancy m the Sucrefice itself, which would be 
accomplished, all the same, exactly im accordance with the Injunctions 
lad down m regard to ıt 

That 1s to say, as a matter of fact ve find that all sacnfices stand 
ın need of certain Injunctions and Prolbitions, relating to them- 
selves, and hence whenever any of these Injunctions or Prohibitions is 
infringed, this infringement causes a discrepancy m the Sacnfice While 
those Injunctions, ete that relate tothe Man are, ın relation to one sacri- 
fice, just as if they were rel ited to a distinct Saciifice, and they are wholly 
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mdifferent to these , conseq: ently, inasmuch rs those have never come to be 
known to be accessories to that Sacrifice, the Sacrifice does not come to 
be regarded as the least deficient ın its qecessones, by an infimgement of 
such foreign Injunctions and Piohibitions 

For these reasons, the sense of the Smit: rule would come to be 
this ‘One who would tell a he in comse of the Duca Pionamasa 
would go to hell, but he would obtain the results of the Sacrifice all 
the same” And as for the Cruti-rule (the sentence ın question) it 
apphes to the Man connected with the particula context of the Sacı 
fice, and hence the meaning of this would come to be that, ‘The Darga 
Pinnamdsa Sacrifices bring about their true results, only when pa 
formed by persons who do not tell a he m comse of theu performance’ 
In this latter sentence, we find that the telleng of hes his been pro- 
hibited, with a view to the instrumentality of the Man towards the 
accomplishment of the Apéirva,—this mstiumentality being  indicated 
by the context, and hence an infringement of this would cause a dis- 
crepancy which would stand in the way of the due accomplishment of 
the Apiirva (the transcendent:] result) of the Dar ça-Pir namüsa , but it 
would not cause any Sim in the Man, for even if we were to assume the 
appearance of a son, ab the time, that assumed sin could not attach 
itself to the Man independently by himself 

Thus we conclude that the counection of the sentence m question 
as different from that of the other, and hence ıt must be admitted to 
be an Injunction 

In the same manner, ın the cise of the theory that the Piohh 
tion pertuns purely to the Sacrifice, the fact of the connection being 
different should be explained on the gronnd of the difference between the 
sın acciuing to the Man and the discrepancy apperring in the Sacrifice 

And thus, ıt becomes established that the sentence ın question 18 
not merely descriptive of what has been already declared elsewhere 

As for the difference in the two theorres—that the Prohibition 
relates to the Sacrifice, and that it relates to the Man performing the 
Sacrifice—this will be explained later on Inasmuch as in both these 
cases, the Injunctive character of the sentence remams untouched, a 
consideration of the difference between them would be of no use in the 
present discussion 

Says the Opponent “ We admit that the sentence is an Ingunction , but 
“we hold that it is an Injunction 1elatmg to Man, for reasons that 
“we have shown above This brings up the othe: two alternative 
“ Pürvapakıha theories (1) that the sentence relates to Man, and ıs 
“an Injunction, because of the connection being different, (2) that xt 
“is an Injunction relating to the Man pe: forming the Sacrifice ” 
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To both of these we offer the following reply We donot admit any 
Conjngationi! Affix to be expressive of the Nominative agent, and as for the 
idea of the Nominative that 1s found to follow from the Conjugational Affixes, 
that must be attributed to a deferent 1elateonship (“ Samyogtntar at’) 

That is to say, in all cases, when the utterance of a word is found 
to give rise to the cognitions of a number of things, this does not 
make all these things “denotable” by that word, because the assamp 
tion of the denotative potency of the word with egard to an object 
depends upon the apparent inconsistency of the concomitance between 
them (the word aud the idea of the object), and only that object is 
known as ‘denotable’ by a word, with regard to which the denotative 
potency of that word has been duly assumed And such assumption of 
the denotative potency that is not perceptible, 1s allowable only in 
these cases where, without such assumption, we could not explain a 
certain use of the word and the cognition actually brought about by it, e g 
we assume such a potency of the words (denotative of classes) with 
regard to Individuals, and that of such words as ‘Lion’ and the hke 
with regard to the ‘Boy’ etc (ie in the cases of recognised Indica- 
tive signification) 

Now then, ın the case of such verbs as ‘Pacate’? and the hke, we 
find them giving rise to ideas of the folloving things (l) the Bhavan, 
(2) the BRoot-meaning, (3) the Nominatwe Agent, (4) the number of this 
Agent, (5) the fact of the personal results accruing to the Agent (in 
the case of the Atmanepada), (6) a particular pont of time And 
among these we cannot easily distinguish which 1s actually denoted 
by the word (and which 1s implied or indicated) , specially as the only 
definition of the ‘duectly denoted’ is that uf is not amplsed or indicated 

Of the Bhavand, ın the first place, we do not find any othe: denot- 
tion than the word itself (‘pacatz’), specially as the Time, etc are not 
found to be invariably concomitant with the Bhavana, as these are found 
to exist even without the Bhāvanā (hence this latter could not be indi- 
cated by Time and the other factors signified by the word) Nor can it 
be urged that the Bhavana would be implied by the Nominative Agent and 
the Root-meaning (both of which are among the factors signified by the 
verb), because in that case, the Bhavanā would not be the predominant 
factor, exactly as ın the case of nouns formed with hit afüxes Thats to 
say, 1f the Bağoanü were implied either by the Nominative or by the Root- 
meaning, then it could be cognised only in a subdued form, just as it 1s 
in the case of such words is pacuka’ and the lke But as a matter of 
fact we find that the Bhavana ıs always cognised as the predominating 
factor (ın the veib), and from this we conclade th vt it is denoted directly 
by the verb itself 

165 
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Then again, the Bhavana does not mdicate the Time, etc, becanse it 
18 found to be present with other Times, othe: Numbets, other Root- 
meanings and other Personal results (than those sigmfied by the 
word ‘pacatz’, and hence not being invariably concomitant with these 
particular Zime and the rest, the Bhavani cannot be taken as indicating 
them) In the same manner, inasmuch as Time, Number and the rest 
are not found to be mvanably concomitant with one another, they cannot 
be spoken of as indicating or implying one another We find, however, 
that the Bhavana ıs not possible without its accessory Nominative, in the 
shape of one that 18 signified by the verb, so that we conclude that the 
Bhavana 1s capable of indicating the Nominative agent, either by the said 
apparent Inconsistency or by Inference 

Objection “Inasmuch as the Bhdvana 13 related to the other 
“ Körakas (the Objectave, etc ) also, it cannot be invatiably concomitant 
“with the Nominative, and as such it should not be accepted as denotative 
“ of this latter ” 

Reply Not so, because the mere fact of being related to something 
else cannot be admitted to necessarily establish the non-concomitance of 
the Bhavana with the Nominative There are two ways in which an 
object can be related toa number of obyects—(1) some objects renounce 
their connection with everything else before being connected with another 
thing , (2) while others take to new relatives, without 1enouncing the 
previous ones And among these, that which ıs of the former kind 1s not 
mvariably concomitant with any one of its relatives, and hence it could 
not denote them, eg Tallness ıs not accepted to be denotative of the 
Man Butin such cases, the reason for non concomitance does not he m 
the fact of bemg related to another, but ın that of the one bemg found 
to have an existence even without the other Tn a case, however, where 
the thing ın question, even when existing elsewhere, does not totally 
abandon its forme: relative,—we cannot take them to be non-concomı 
tant, eg the class “Çonçapo” with the classes, ‘ Tree’, ‘Harthy’ “ Sub- 
stance’ and ‘ Entity’, because every one of these 1s found to have, mtact 
within itself, the requisite denotative potency In the case of Bhavani 
also, we found that ıt subsists in the Kdarakas, not alternatively, one 
by one, but im all of them simultaneously And certainly this simul 
taneous subsistence ın all cannot be called ‘ non-concomitance’, because 
even when existing in another, the Bhavana does not abandon its former 
substrate Consequently ıt must be admitted as an indubitable fact, 
that the Bhavana indicates all the Karakas Though m certam cases 
—as those of the Intransitive Verb, where there ıs no Objective to be 
indicated, and that of the Dative and the Ablative, which do not form 
integral parts of the Verb—at might be argued that the Bhavana 
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does not indicate these Körakas, and as such 18 non-concomitant with 
them, yet even this doubt could be raised only im regard to those 
other Xürakas, and never in regaid to the Nominative , because there 
ıs no such Verb (or Action) as ever exisis without the Nommative 
as ıt 18 this that forms the very source of the Action And as a matter 
of fact what we require here 1s tlie concomitance of the Nominative 
(with the Bhdvund) , and while the othe: Karakaus are found to be non 
concomitant with it, this fact strengthens, all the more, the capability in 
the Bhāvanā, of indicatsng the Nominative 

This requires special justification and proof, for the sake of estab 
lishing the fact of the Nominative being singulaily fitted for beimg 
1elated to the number (which is one of the factors signified by the Verb) 
In the case of such Roots as ‘Asi’, “SthA” and the lke, we find that 
they do not ueed the Instrumental, in the case of the roots ‘cala’ 
and ‘pata’ we find no need of the locative substratum , in the case 
of Intransitive Verbs, there is no Objective, and in that of ‘ ds’, 
‘Stha’, ‘pata’ and the like, there are no Datives or Ablatives, 
(while in all these the Nomiative is always present) , hence finding 
the Nominative alone to be invariably present in all Bhdvands, we 
conclude that it ıs that (Nomimative) alone which is singularly capable 
of being related to the Number Specially asit is a fact perceptible to 
all men that in the case of all Verbs (¢ pacaic” and the like) the Number 
is always cognized as determined by the Nominative, and not by any 
other Karaka 

At this stage of the discussion, the Varyakarana might argue thus 
“ All Xürakas bemg equally indicated, why should the Number be 
“ connected with the Nominative alone, and not with the Instrumental 
“and the rest?” 

To him, however, we offer the followmg explanation It would be 
so for us, just ın the same way as it 1s for you 

He might retort thus “ For us, the Nominative and the Number are 
“ both denoted by the same word (+ e the Conjugational Affix), and as such 
“they qualify each other , and hence it is only natural that the Number 
“should be set aside from the other extraneous Xürakas, which are 
“ not sumilarly denoted, and joined to the Nominative (while the Stddhants 
“does not admit the Nominative to be denoted by the Conyugatıonal 
" Affix , hence the same grounds are not available for hım) ” 

But then, we should reply as follows When all Karakas are equally 
constituted, what reason is there for you that the Nominative alone 
and not the Instrumental, etc , are denoted (by the Conjugational) Affix ? 
There is no other way out of this but the assumption of a peculiar potency 
ın the denotative word m question, poimted ont by certain perceptible 
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facts resulting therefrom,—on account of which potency, we could 
have the cognition of that particular thing by the word And this 
assumption would be as available for üs as for you Fo masmuch 
as we actually percerve the Number as always belonging to the Nomina- 
tive,—fiom this very fact we could, quite reasonably, infer the existence 
of the necessary potency ın the conjugational affixes 

Question “All the Karakas being equally indicated by the Bhavana, 
“ what reason could there be fo: restricting the assumed potency (to 
“ (he Nominative alone) ? ” 

Answer We have already said that our reason for restiicting the 
potency (of connecting the number with the Nominative) would be the same 
that the Vasyükarana has for restricting the potency (of the Conjugational 
Affix) to denote the Nomnatwwe only, though all the Kas akas are equally 
constituted And further, no objections can rightly be raised against 
the potentialities of things, specially as we have alieady explained that 
they have to be mfcrred from certain perceptible facts which are found 
to be explained only as the effects of those potentialities 

Further, for yon ıt would be necessary to assume the potency (in 
the Conjugational Affix) of mdicating the number of the Nominative, over 
and above its potency to mdicate the Nominative itself (While for 
us the potency necessary to be assumed would be that of the Verbal Affix 
to indicate only the number of the Nominative, this latter itself being 
only ımpled by the Bhavana) 

Objection ““ The potency necessary for the indication of the number 
“of the Nominative would be based upon the fact of both of them 
“(the Nominitive and the Number) being indicated by the same term 
“(the Conjugational Affix), and hence no assumption of any second 
““ potency would be necessary for us ” 

Reply But without the assumption of several potencies, how could 
you have the desned restriction ? That is to say, ıt would certainly be 
necessary for you to assume a potency in the Conjugational Affix, whereby 
this latter could indicate the Number of that alone which is denoted 
by the affix (ze the Nominative), and not of the other Karakas, even 
though every one of these latter 18 equally capable of being 1elated 
to the number In fact, without such an assumed potency, the effect 
would be quite contrary to what you desire, the idea being to some 
such effect as—‘ for the very reason that the Nominative 1s denoted, 
16 18 not necessary that its number should be expressed, in fact ıt would 
be much more reasonable to distinguish, by means of this number, 
those (Ka@rakas) that are not distinctly denoted’ Specially as the mere 
fact of bemg denoted by the same Affix can be sufficient reason for 
the said restriction (of the Number to the Nominative) , because we 
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find that though the Bhavana, Time, the Personal Result and the Person, 
are all denoted by the Conjugnational Affix, yet they are not connected 
with the Number, and ın fact, if the mere fact of being denoted by the 
Affix vere the sole ground for bemg connected with the Number, then 
the Bhdvana, as bemg the most predommant factor among those denoted 
by the word, would be more entitled than any other factor of the 
Nominative and the rest, to a connection with the Number If this 
connection of the Bhaouni be denied on the ground of its mberent 
incapability fo. such counection, then the same nught be said (by us) 
with regard to the other Karahus (the instrumental, etc ) that are also 
similaily denoted 

The following argument might be urged here “The other Kövakas 
“ are quite capable of being connected with the Number, and as such, 
“ they could very well be connected witli the Number denoted by another 
“ word a? 

But in reply to this we could urge that the capability of being 
connected with the Number is present in the Bhavana, etc , also, which 
are denoted by such words as ‘ Bhāranā’ and the like 

Objection “Inasmuch as we do not find the number present in 
“these (Bhdvand, etc ), we cannot admit of the existence of the said 
“capability in them ” 

Reply This is scaicely proper, as the question of the absence 
of number in these 1s still an open one (bemg still under consideration) , 
for the ‘absence of Number” is nothing other than the ‘sncapabslety 
of being connected with at?” (and it is this latter that we are still con- 
sidering) Consequently, 1t must be admitted that, that number, or Bhda- 
vand, et, which are denoted by such and such a term (the Conjugational 
Affix fı ), are not capable of being connected with one another And 
this would be equally applicable to both of us Because the number 
that ıs denoted by that word would be incapable of being connected 
with the other Karakas (except the Nomnative) To the question 
“How do you know that it would be incapable °? ”—we would reply— 
exactly as you do in the case of Bh@vand and the rest 

Objection “As a matter of fact, we have found the Objective 
“quite capable of being connected with the Number signified by the 
“ Conjugational Affix , and hence the Number could be taken as connected 
“with that —ın such sentences (ın the Passive form) as ‘ pacyaté 
“ odanuh’ ” 

Reply tis not so, because, as a matter of fact we find that though 
signifymg the objective ın certain cases (2 ¢ m sentences in the Passive 
form), the Conjugational Athy does uot signify ib m others (where we have 
the sentence tn the Active form), and im the same manner, the Number 
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of the objective also would be limited (in its relationship) by the poten- 
tialities of the words used 

The opponent apparently thinks that, because ın certain cases 
he has found the Objective capable of being connected with the Number 
signified by the Conjugational Affix, it must be so im all cases But, 
if we were to argue thus, then the fact of the Objective bemg, in certam 
cases, denoted by the Verbs with Conjugational endings, would lead 
us to the conclusion that it 1s always denoted by such Veibs'! If there 
be some ground for limiting the denotability of the Objective in this 
latter case, then we could have a similar ground fo: restricting the 
connectibility of the Number with the Objective And hence it is 
scarcely right for the opponent to urge the above objection against us 

The following aigument might here be brought forwaid by the 
Opponent “The number that ss qualified by the Nomnatwe could not 
“be spoken of without speaking of the Nominative also” 

Reply Though ıt is true that the qualefied cannot be cognised with- 
out the cognition of the qualification, yet this general dutum says 
nothing as to the qualjfication bemg duectly denoted or not, that 1s 
to say, ıt ıs true enough that, uuless the quuleficatzon 18 cognised, there 
can be no cognition of the qualsfied, and as such due importance should 
be attached to the cognition of the qualsfication, but there can be 
nothing objectionable in this qualeficatzon not being directly denoted, 
for certainly, when we find that even when not so denoted, but simply 
indicated indirectly by some means or other, the qualification 1s quite 
capable of bringing about the cognition of the object qualified by vt,—why 
should we stick to the asseition that it is actually denoted ° 

Thus then, ın the case ın question, we find that the Nominative 18 
capable of serving as the Nomimative only when it is indicated by the 
Bhavana itself, and as such it does not stand in need of being actually 
denoted With regard to all qualified cognitions we have laid down 
the general law that “that alone out of the various factors cogmised 18 
to be taken as denoted by the word which ıs not found to have been 
expressed by othe: means’ (vide Sütra I—iv-—9) Consequently, when- 
ever we have a, quslıfied cognition, and proceed to consider the question 
as to which out of the qualification and the qualified is denoted directly 
by the word, and which 1s indicited by othe: means, -we como to the 
conclusion that wherever the qualified 1s found to be indicated by other 
means, the denotative operation of the word pertams to the qualsficuteon, 
and where 161s the latter that ıs found to be indicated by othe: means, 
the operation of the word pertains to the qualified In fact, in all cases, 
ib 18 by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the gratified cogut- 
tion itself that we admit of the denotative operation of the word pertam- 


PROHIBLIION OF TETTİNG ITES PFRTAINS TO SACRIFICE 1319 


ing either to the qualification alone, or to the qnalified alone, or to both 
of them, and this App"eent Inconsistency in possible only with iegard 
to that factor (ın these two) which is not otherwise attaimable (1e, which 
cannot be indicated by any other means) 

Thus then, in the case ın question (ın the verb ‘vadét’) we find 
that the singleness (which is found to be expressed by the Smgnlar 
Affix}, whether ıt be the qualification o the qualified, is not found to 
be indicated by any other means, and as such this cannot but be regarded 
as denoted by the word If the Nominative were capable of indicating 
the said Singleness, then ın accordance with the law relating to the “class” 
(by which the class 1s taken to be directly denoted by the word, and, in 
its turn, to ındıcate the Individual), the Nominative would be taken 
as directly denoted, while the singleness would be taken as indicated 
byit Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the cognition of the 
Nominative ıs invanably concomitant with that of Singleness, and hence 
the former cannot be accepted as cipable of indicating the latter, conse- 
quently we must admit the Singleness also to be directly denoted by 
the word And the denotative potency of the word being thus trans- 
ferred (to the singleness), the Nomimative comes to be the object of Indica- 
tion, and as such, even though recognised as the qualification (of single- 
ness), 1t cannot be accepted as bemg dencted by the word When it is 
the sungleness that ıs recognised as the qualzficatzon, then too ıt 15 this 
that should be the first to be denoted by the word, and when this has 
been denoted the denotative potency having been spent up m this, it 
looks out for the mdication of the qualified Nominative by some other 
means, and as a matter of fact, thisis found to be indicated by the 
Bhavani (which consists of the functioning of man towards a certain 
action), and conseqrently, there can be ne ground for assumimg a 
potency, m the word, for the direct denotation of the Nominative 

Though there are other Karakas also that are found to be cognised 
(through the Bhdvant), yet a cognition ot non cognition of these is not 
of any consequence, either one way or the other, in the matter unde: con- 
sideration In any case all that we need (fo: the sake of the Bhivana 
itself) 1s the Nommative, and there 1s no doubt as to this latter being 
actually cognised , and then, if in the wake of this, something else also be 
cognised, what harm does that do us” It ıs only the non-cognition 
of something that could have troubled us, and not the cognition of some- 
thing over and above what ıs actually needed And as a matter of fact, 
even though the Instrumental, etc are cogmsed, yet the pecuhar potency 
of the word is such that they are not taken up by the Number which 
stands ın need of the Nommative only Nor ıs it necessary that the 
Number should take m every factor that happens to be cogmsed In 
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all cases, thero ate three causes that combine m making a thing taken 
up, these are—(l) Cogmition, (2) Reqnu ement, and (3) Capability, 
and m the case in question, we find thit the fact of the Number being 
related to the Nominative 15 admitted by both of us, and hence it does 
not become related to the other Kä akas, simply because ıt does not 
stand im need of these latter, and because these themselves are in- 
capable of such relationship, and conversely also, these Kdzakas do 
not stand in need of the Number denoted by the Verbal Affixes of Con- 
jugation, because they are qualified by that number which is denoted 
by the Declensional Affixes The Number m question also, cognised only 
ın a general way, does not stand in need of any othe: relative (than 
the Nominative), specially as we have already shown above that the 
only difference between the Word and the Sentence hes in the fact 
of the cognition of the meaning of the former always preceding that 
of the meaning of the latter 

Consequently, ın the case of a Verb (‘ pacat:”İfı ) as soon as we have 
cognised the meaning of the Verbal Root (‘para’), ib 18 at once concluded 
that there must be a Bhavana and a Nominatwe with it, and the Nomina- 
tive bemg cognised beforehand, when the Number comes to be subsequently 
denoted by conjugational (the Verbal Affix itself), ıt ıs found to be capable 
of being taken either as qualifying, or qualified by, that Nominative 

Or again, the Nommative ıs the very first factor to be indicated 
by the BAövanğ, and there cm be no reason for the Number to pass 
over this (Nommative) and connect itself with something else 

That is to say, though all Kaakas are equally related to the Bha- 
vanü, yet, ıt ıs the Nominative that ıs the first to be sought after and 
taken up by this latter, specially as its relationship with the other 
Karakas 1s dependent upon that (1e the Nominative) It ıs for this 
reson that the Bhavand, which consists of the funcizonuug in general 
of the Nommative agent, indicates most particularly, the Nomunative , 
whereas the othe. XKörakas come up only as distant relations, either 
through their connection with the meaning of the Verbal Root, or through 
ther forming parts of the method (of action) which forms the most 
subordinate element in the Bhavan And there 15 no reason by which 
the Number should pass over the Nommative, which 1s the first and 
the most predominant factor to be ındıcated by the Bhavana,—and be- 
take itself to the other Kadrakas 

Then agam, even the teachers of Vyakaiani—Patanjah fı —declare 
the Nominative to be that particular: Kar ka whose intermediate func- 
tionmg the Verbal Root denotes as the most predominant of all, and 
hence ıt ıs also held that the signification of the Root also takes no 
notice of the othe: Karakas together with then functions, and points 


PROHIBITION OF TELLING LIES PERTAINS TO SACRIFICE. 1321 


to the previously manifested Nominative only; and it is for this reason 
that it is this latter that becomes connected with Number, and appears 
as if it were actually denoted, in its particular form (by the Conjngational 
Affix). In the other K@rakas, however, we do not find any such thing ; 
even though they are indicated, they are considered of no consequence, 
and as such appear as if they did not exist at all. But when we 
come to look into the real state of things, we find that all the Karakas 
are equally indicated by the Bhdvuné,—with which they are eqnally con- 
comitant; and it is for this reason that they are not neglected altogether. 

Objection : “ İn that case (i.e. if the Number belongs to the Nomi- 
“native exclusively), we could not have the number pertaining to the 
“ Objective, as we have in the sentence ‘ Olunak pacyatim traya’. 
“ Because in this sentence the action of the Rice (that of being cooked) 
“ ig not spoken of as the principal factor; for if it were, then what would 
“be denoted would be the Nominative character of the rice and not 
€ the Bhavana. 

€ That is to say, in the sentence cited, the action of the Rice is not 
“spoken of as the principal factor, on account of which the number could 
“be cognised as belonging to the Objective (Rice) cognised in the parti- 
“cular form (of the Nominative). If it were so, then alone could the 
“ Rice lose its Objective character, and become the Nominative; but as it 
“is not so, it is not the Nominative; and as it is not the Nominative, 
“its functioning would not constitute the Bhivan@; and as such there 
“ would be no particular indication of the Objective by the Bhavana. 
“As a matter of fact, it is necessary that the action of the human agent 
“should be spoken of as the principal factor (in all Injunctions); it 
“would not be possible for him to be directed to the performance of 
“ an action that belongs to something else (the Objective, fi.) (and such 
“would be the case if the principal factor spoken of by the Injunctive 
“sentence were the action of something other than the Nominative). 
“ And further, the Nominative character too, not being expressed by the 
“ Conjagational A fix (in the sentence cited), could not apply even to that 
“ (“you”) which is spoken of by n distinct word (‘teuy@ ); and tnen we 
“could not have the Instrumental in ‘vaya’ (as this Instrumental is 
‘expressive of the Nominative, which has been found to be inapplicable 
“to ‘ivam’). And as the Objective (Rice) too would not have its 
“operation subdued by the action of the Nominative, it would cease 
“ to be something that is göt at, aml thereby losing iis Objective character, 
“it would acquire that of the No ain:tive, specially on aceount of 
“having its action duly bronght forward (ly the word * pacyutdin’ p; 
‘and on account of this tt weand sever dts: nection With İLS own Waber, 
“and become connected with that of the Nominative, 
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“And thus we would find that, as ın the case of the word ‘ pacats’ 
“ (Active,) so m that of “pacyata” (Passive) also, the Number signified 
“hy the word, not hemg subdued by that of any other, would come to 
“belong to the Nomenafose, and not to the Objective ‘as is really the 
ck case) +? 

Reply The above objection applies also to one who holds the Karaka 
(Nommative or Objective) to be denoted (by the Conjugational Affix), 
and as such applying to both parties, ıt should uot have been brought 
forvard against any one of them Because, in any case, the Number, 
which we hold to be denoted by the Verbal Affix, belongs to the very 
same Nominative or Objective that you hold to be denoted by the 
same Affix Consequently, if even in the case of sentences in the Passive 
Voice (ht those ın which the Conjngational Affixes appear in relation 
to the Objective), the Number signified by the Affix comes, for us, 
to belong to the Nominative (which is absurd),—then for you also, it 
would be the Nominative (and not the Objective) that would be signi- 
fied by that Afix (which would be equally absurd, as the sentence 1s 
ın the Passive Voice) And ıt you could have some means of avoiding 
this absnıd denotation of the Nominative, then the same would be 
available for us, for avoiding the denotation of the numbe belonging 
to the Nomınatıve, and as such we are no more open to the above 
objections than yourself 

Thus then it becomes equally incumbent upon both of us to set 
aside the said anomaly , and this can be done in the followmg manner 
İn all cases, inasmuch as the Objective is that which 2s most desired 
(by the Nominative), it 1s, by its very nature, the predominant facto 
ın comparison to the othe: Kölaka. (the Instinmental and the rest), 
and as it is the objert to be accompleshed, its action forms part of the Bra 
van7 Consequently, when the speake: wishes to show the piedotamance 
of the Obyecbve by means of the Verbal Affix itself,—even though 
ıb 1s the Nominative, which, verbally, has its action, in the general 
as well as ın the particuler form, signified, as the most predominant, by 
means of the Conjugational Ending and the Verbal Root (espectively), 
and as such it attains to the position of the Nominative,—yet, inas 
much as whatis meant to be spoken of is the predominant character, in 
the nature of things, of something else (the Objective), the Conyuga 
tional Endings are used in relation to the Objective (according to us) 
or to its Number (as held by the Vasytkarant) (1e the Verb 1s used 
im the Passive Voice pacyaté) When, however, even though existent, 
the predominance of the Objective 13 not meant to be spoken of, 
—or when the paiticular Root used indicates that that predominance 
does not exist,—and what is meant to be spoken of ıs merely Verbal 
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predumimance,—then, the predominauce of the Objective ıs accepted 
to be manifested by the Accusative Declensional Ending (in the noun, 
‘odanam’ fı), and the Conjugational Ending 1s brought in in relation 
to the Nommative (according to the Vaiyakarana) or to its Number 
(according to us) fie the Verb used is in the Active Voice— pacatı") 
As for the other Xdrakas, the Instrumental and the rest, they can 
have no sort of predominance, either verbal o) real, and as such there 
can be no desne to speak of the piedominance of these,—and hence 
these are always spoken of by words other than the Verb (and they 
do not, ın any way, affect the form of the Verb) 

Some people declare as follows “ When the potentiality of words 
‘is ascertained to be ın some such form as that,—‘such and such a 
“wod (the Active) is capible of denoting the number of the Nomma- 
“tive, while such othe: (the Passive) 1s capable of denoting only that 

of the Objective, ’—then, in that case, the Bhdvand would be expressed 

“by some other word, and the said Numbe:, bemg denoted as not belong 
“ng to any other thing, would betake itself to the Nominative 

“ For instance, m the case of the word “Cona” (which, though signi- 
‘fies Bed, is yet »wpphed only to the Red Horse), we find that even 
‘ when the Horse 13 not mentioned by any othe: word (in the shape 
“of ‘deva’ and the hke), the word ‘Cong’, explessing a pioperty 
“belonging to the Horse, comes, by itself, to indicate the ‘Horse’ also 
‘ And in the same manner, all things, such as the Cow and the hke, 
` would cease to be denoted (by the words ‘Cow’ and the hhe) Because 
“ the word ‘Cow’ (like the word  “ Çona”) could be taken as expressing 
“such properties of the Cow as its particular Gender, Number etc , 
“and these properties, being denoted by the word, would subsequently 
“come to indicate the animals themselves Thit is to say, if the 
“sole potentiality of the wod were to In in the fact of its denoting 
“the properties of a certain object, then, there would be no use for 
“assuming any furthe: potentialities for ıt, as all usige woutd be cared 
‘‘on through that single potentiality 

“Tf, however, it be held that in the case of such words as 'Cona' 
“and the rest then :elationship is limited by the fact of both (the 
“Property us well as the Object) being denoted by the same word, 
‘and not by any such peculiaz potentiality in the word itself,—then 
‘similarly in the case of the Number, ete of the Nominative also (it 
“may be held that the connection of the Number with the Nomunative 
‘ig due, not to any potentiality m the Verbal Affix, but to the fact 
“of both bemg expressed by the same Affix), and thus, in this way, 
“there would bo no harm done to the denotability of the Nominative ” 

To the above other people make the following reply The word 
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" Cona’ also can neve: denote the pi opeities belonging to the Horse, until 
it has denoted the Horse itself, because we have never found any cogni 
tion of a th: g appearıng withont taking ın the properties belonging 
to it While the class “Horse” 1emains unexpiessid, how could the word 
“Cona” be used to denote the Medness qualified by the Class “Horse”? 
Because the “Çona” is nothing more than a particulir form of Redness 
No. can it he held that “the property (Redness) would imply that 
ovreot to whu h it beloigs (the Hose)” Because the Redness exists in 
the Cow also Thatis to say it is only that which is mvariably con 
comitant with something else, that can indicate this latter, while, as 
a matter of fact, we finl that Reines is not invariably concomitant 
with the Horse, consequently all that the word “Cona could mdicate 
would be the substance,’ with which latter alone is Redness invariahly 
concomitant, and not any puticula: substance (in the shape of the 
Horse) Thus then inas nuch as both Redness and Horse are non 
comitant with one mother, they cannot indicate one another, and 
then ınasmuch as ıt would not be posible for either of them to take 
up the other,—and this latte. would be brouzht up by something 
else, —we must adimit the tact of the word Çona” actually denoting the 
Red Horse (and not denoting mere Reiness which would indicate the 
Horse) 

But ın this case, there ıs nothing to show that what is mvarnably 
concomitant (with the word ‘Conu’) is the ‘Horse’, along with many 
other things While im the case of the Nominative, we find that it 
18 absolutely the only factor that is invariably indicated, and tnat too, 
m a particular form, by the Bhaivund, as explained above (and hence 
there can be no real Analogy between the case of the word ‘Cona’ 
indicating the Red Horse, and that of the Verbal Affix denoting the 
Bhavana, which would indicate the Nominative) 

Or, we can even admit that what the word ‘Cona’ denotes is only 
the Property that comheres m the same substrate (re the individual 
Horse) with the Class Horse’ 

Questzow “How could we have a cognition of the qualified (Redness 
“ until we had that of the qualefysng (Class “ Horse’) ? ” 

Answer We do not admit the Ulass ‘Horse’ to be a qualtheation 
of Redness (‘Conatua’), because Redness’ is a Quality, and as such 
forms a Class wholly distinct from the Oluss ‘ Horse,’ and it is by a 
mere chance that it has become connected with this latter Class 

That 1s to say, if the word “Cona?” had denoted mere Redness, then 
1t could have stord in need of either a qualification by the Class ‘ Horse’, 
or a distinct potentiality wher by it could denote only that Redness 
plach would comhere with itself m the same substrate Ms x natter 
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of fact, however, we find that, just as the word is not denotatire of 
‘ Satta’ (Being) or the Class ‘Quality’, so also it passes over the more 
extensive Class of “ Reiness” (in general), and restricts itself tə the 
denotation of a particular kind of Redness. And this peculiar kind of 
Redness belongs only to the Horse, and not to the Cow and other animals ; 
and it is for this reason that the word ‘Gona’ is found to be indicative 
of the Horse precisely, and not vaguely (and doubtfully}, as in the 
ease of the generic word ‘ Red’. 

Question: “Which peculiar Redness is that which, being different 
“from the Redness belonging to the Cow, ete., inheres in the Horse, 
“and not in anything else?” 

Answer: It is a fact kuown to all people that there is a distinct 
property for each Class; and this property is spoken of, sometimes in 
general, and sometimes in particular words. 

That is to say, in all Classes, we distiuctly perceive distinct proper- 
ties of Blackness, Whiteness, Redness, ete., in keeping with the Individuals 
of each Class. And iu some cases, there being no words expressive 
of the particular shade of the property meant, the property is 
spoken by the gencral word, the specifivation of the property being 
left to be done by something else; —while in other cases, there being 
words, like ‘Gona,’ expressive of the particular grade of the property, 
this is mentioned in its particular form ;—while in a third case, the 
particular grade of the property is expressed by certain words of the 
Vernacular peculiar to each country;—eg. we have the expression 
‘ Bauuhinikā gauh’ for the ‘red cow’; and the word ‘raūhipikā’ would 
never be used in connection with the red horse, the red cloth, or any 
other red thing. For these reasons, it must be admitted that the “Çona” 
(the Red Horse, i.e. the Chestnut Horse), the “ Ka@raku’ (the Horse born 
in the Karaka country), the ‘Gaura’ (‘Fair’) etc. are distinct classes 
of properties, belonging to the Horse, the Man and other things; and 
hence when pronounced, they indicate these latter also; just as the Class 
‘Cow’ indicates the individual animal with the dewlap, etc. But this 
would not justify our speaking of the Horse and the rest as directly 
‘ denoted’ or ‘expressed’ by those words (‘ Goga,’ etc. ). 

The same reasoning holds respecting such words as ‘Kumara’ 
(‘Boy’), “ Kurabha’ ( Elephant-cub”), ‘ Kalabha’ ( young of the Camel’), 
“ Vatsa? (‘Calf’), ‘Vurkaru’ ( Kid”) and the like,—all of which are 
expre-sive of a certain age in the various animals, Man, Elephant, Camel, 
Cow and Goat respectively,—and though indicating these animals, they 
can never be admitted to be directly expressive of them, as has been already 
explained. That is to say, in all these words, though the element of 
youthfulness is common to all, yet each word marks that age in each 
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different animal, as evinced by the youthful ways peculiar to each 
class 

It has been argued above that, “ In the case of the Cow also, mas 
“much as the werd ‘gauk’ would only denote the Number, Gender, 
“etc belonging to the anımal,-—and as the particular Class would be 
“ pointed out by these,—the Class itselt would not form the denotation 
“ of the word ” 

To this we make the following 1eply lhe Number does not vary 
in each different Class, ın the way that we have found im the word 
‘Gona’ etc , and the word by itself, fo. that very reason, cannot denote 
both (the Number and the Class) 

That ıs to say, it the idea of szzgleness in the Horse were recognized 
as different from that ın the Cow,—in tne same way as the Redness 
of the one was recognized as different from that of the other,—then what 
you say could have been admissible Then again, in the case of the 
word ‘Conah’, we have found that the basıc noun ‘Gona’ by itself 
as one composite whole, becomes expressive of both the Property (of 
Redness) and the Olas» ‘Horse’, and hence in order to avoid the con 
sequent assumption of a multiplicity of denotative potencies m the 
word, we take 1t to be directly expressive of one of the two only, 
and then finding that it ıs not invariably concomitant with the 
“Horse”, we conclude it to be expressive of the Property of Red- 
ness, with which it is found to be mvaiiably concomitant And we 
could say the same with 1egard to the word ‘gauk’ also, only if, in 
the same manner, we found that the (Class ‘Oow’ and the Number 
(Sıngulaı) bemg denoted by the same word (‘guak’), 16 was one 
of the two only (1e either the Clas, only or the Number only) that 
formed the dnect denotation of the word, on the ground of that alone 
beng invaiiably concomitant with it Asa matte: of fact, however, we 
do not find this to be the case, because, the Number bemg a universal 
qualifying factor, we cannot perceive any difference in it (with reference 
to any patıculaı Class) Nor can the word alone in its basic form 
(‘Go’) denote both (the Class ‘ Cow ’ and the Singular Number), because 
by mvauable concomitauce and non-concomitauce, it is found that the 
word in its basic form denotes the Class, while the case ending denotes 
the Numbe: Nor could thc e be anythmg objectionable in accepting 
a multiplicity of denotations, when there 1s more than one denotative 
agent (ın the shape of the basic noun and the case-ending) In fact 
when there 1s more than one denotative agent, if we did not admit 
of more than one denotation, then the use of one ot the forme: (either 
the basic noun or the case-ending, fi ) would be wholly superfluous 

Nor 1s there an ins arınble concomitince between the Number 
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and the Numbered, by which one of these bemg denoted, it would neces 
samly indicate the other, for instance, there 1s no number in the world 
that does not quahfy (o belong to) the Cow, ete , nor 28 there Buy 
Number which, while belonging to one object, does not belong to anothe 
(and thus there can be no invarmable concomitanee between the Cow 
and any partıculaı Numbe7) 

Objection “(What you say may be quite true as regaids the 
“ Number) but the Gender is always denoted by the basic noun itself, 
“and as such this would be distinct with each QOlass, and hence being 
“invanably concomitant with it, it could denote that Class, exactly 
“hke the woud “Cona” ” 

Reply It is not so (1) because, in the cise of inanimate objects, 
the Gender cannot be distinguished, and hence your reasoning could 
not set aside the fact of the Class ‘ VrksAa” (‘ Tree’) bemg directly denoted 
by the word ‘Vrkshak’ (instead of the Gender of the Tree, as you 
would have it), and (2) similarly, m a case where the feminine 
character 1s denoted by the feminine affixes, ‘fap’ and the rest, we 
would have the Class denoted by the word, prior to the addition of 
that affix 

That 1s to say, m the case of such words ‘ aj@’ and the like (= ‘aja’ 
+ ‘tap’, the affixes ‘tip’ etc bemg merely indicative of the feminine 
character, they do not become distinct denotative words by themselves, 
but all that they do is to create, m the previously existing word, a 
fresh potency (expressive of the fem:nine character) And yet, prior 
to the addition of these feminine affixes, we still ind the word in a 
definite form f“ aja’ £1), and while we have yet to recognize its Gender, 
we come to recognize its capability, of denoting the Class ‘Goat’, and 
this capability once recognized can never be set aside 

Similarly too, in the case of those words in which the Maseuline or 
Neuter character ıs manıfested by the case termmation (the words 
“SadhuA” and “ Madhu” £1), we would have a denotation of the Class, 
prior to the manifestation of the Gender 

In the case of those words, however, ın which, even before the 
addition of the case endings, o) after the elimmation of these, the 
pure basic form of the word gives an idea of the Gender,—e g the 
words ‘ Huste’, “Na”, “ Dévadatia’, ‘Cri’, ‘Sart’, ‘Toya’ and ‘Varn’ 
—if we admit what you say, there would be nothing objectionable in it 
Or even im the case of these words, inasmuch as the meaning would 
he correctly recognized, even without a differentiation of the word 
(into its basic form and the case-ending) —it is the Olass (and not 
the Gender) that should be regarded as the very first to be cognized, 
by a, process of differentiation known to all men 
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Then again, Masculnily ete are properties belonging to the Indivi 
duals, and as such there eau be no cognition of these before the Indiv 
duals have been cognized While the Class is so intimately connected 
with the denotatave potency of the word, that unless thatis © gniczed, 
there 1s no cognition of any such potency in the word 

Fo: these reasons, ıt must be admitted that it ıs the Gender that 
is indicated by the Class, and not vie versa Specially as the Gender 
is always recognized as the subordinate element, and hence ıb could 
never set aside the denotalility of the Class which is found to be 
denoted as the predominant facto. As a matter of fact too, we find 
that ın the case of the words ‘go’, “paçe” and the like, there ıs no 
manifestation of any Gender, as there ıs that of the Class Conse 
quently ıt ıs the Class that should be admitted as forming the denota 
tion of the word And in a cise where it would not be incomp itible 
with the Gender, it would indicate this latter also, and ın a case where 
the Class ıs not compatible with the Gender, and this is cognized by 
some other means, it ıs this latter means that would serve as its 
indicator, or it would be either the Class as aided by the other means, 
o: the basic form of the word ıtself,—vve could assume anything we 
liked 

For these reasons, the case of such words as ‘Go’ and the rest (that 
denote the Class) cannot be said to be simular to thit of the word ‘ona’ 

In the case of the words ‘pacaiz’ ete also, if the Number were 
cognised as separate from all the other K@rukas, as following in the 
wake of the Nominative only,— like the characte: of ‘ Gonutva,’ which 
resides in the Horse only,—then, ın that case, we could very well admit 
the fact of the Nominative being indicated by that Number But that 
too would leave the Nommative wndenoted (by the Conjngational Affix) 
As a matter of fact, however, we are cognizant of a difference in 
Number, and certainly; we could not very well go on assuming the 
existence of an endless nnmbe: of ‘ senglenesses’, with regard to each 
single Individuil that we might come across, and hence we cannot 
but accept the fact of the Nominative beimg indiceted only by the 
Bhavana and the Root meaning 

Then again, ın the case of the assertion ‘Gono dAdvatı” (‘the Ches 
nut 1s innning’), we find that there ıs no othe: word (except ‘Conuh’) 
giving us in idea of the Class, and it is for this reason that in this partı- 
cular case, we have admitted of the aforesaid complicated pi ocess of inter 
pretation That, however, cannot be admitted in the case ın question 
That ıs to say, if we had another word pointing to the ‘horse’ (in the 
case of the sentence “ Cono dhāvatı ), then we could not have twisted this 
same word ‘Conak so mercilessly İn the case of the Number, however, 
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we have the Bhdvané and the Root-meaniny that would bring forvard 
(and indicate) the Nominative related to it, and hence there 1s no need 
for twisting the Number itself (into giving us the idea of the Nomimative) 
And the special ieasons, that we have for beleving the Nominative 
tobe mdicated by the Bhavana alone, we have already explained before 

Thus then we find that, even when the Nominative is directly 
denoted (by the Verbal Affix) ıt ıs quite capable of bearmg (to the 
Number: fı) the relationship of the qualification and qualified, and 
consequently we concluie that the assumptiou or the denotability of 
the Nominative is wholly groundless 


The denotability of the Nominative having, in the above manner, 
been shown, by reasonings, to be groundless the Vasyikzrana pro eeds to 
show the incompatibility of tne view thus arrived at with the seripturcs 
(re the Rules and Maxims lud down in the Gram nitical Scriptures ; 

“ Inasmuch as we have the teachers deciarition that the basıc wouid 
“ and the affie conjomtly espress the denotation of the Ağız, we must 
“admit that uhat 8 actually denoted by the Conjugational Afir os the 
“ Nominative, and also the Objective That is to say, we have Pāmuw » 
“ Sitra III—i1v—69 laying down that the Conjugationil Affixes denote 
“the Objective, as well as the Nomimative, and then again, inasmuch 
“as the Substitute resembles that fo: which it is substituted (an accord 
“ance with the Sūtra [—1—56), the affixes ‘tip’ and the rest would 
“ also denote the Nommative and the Objective 

Objection ‘The Sirldhinta theory having been shown to be con 
“ tradictory to the verbal authority of the Siéra itself (Satra II—iv 
€ —69), the brıngıng forward of the popular saying—prakri:pratyayau 
“ pratyayürtham, etc , 18 wholly irrelevant ” 

€ Reply How can it be said to be irrelevant, when 1s 18 necessary 
“for the Paüroapakshı to estiblish the fact of the Nominative being 
“the predominant factor (and it is only the Assertion quoted, and not 
“the Sūtra, that has any bearmg upon that point) And hence what 
“is meant by citing the authority of both ıs to show that there are 
“ Smrtıs in support of the theory that the Nominative 1s directly denoted, 
“as also that it ıs the predominant factor Thus then the sense of the 
“whole comes to be this Inasmuch as the basic word and the Affix 
“conjointly perform the work of denoting the meaning of the Affix, 
“ which latter is declared (ın Sätra IH —iv —69) to consist of the Nomina 
“tive as well as the Objective,—it must be admitted that what the 
‘Verb denotes ıs the Nominative and the Objective as quahfied by 
“the Action (denoted by the Verbal Root), and as such there 1s a 

1:7 


1330 TANIRA VARTIKA ADH 111—PADA IV—ADRI (4) 


" distinct contiadiction between Dunect Declaration (which connects the 
* ‘telling of hes’ with the Nominative Ageut) and the Context (which 
“ connects the same action with the Saciifice) 

“The Saza 111—iv—69 (of Panne) lays down onlv the denotability 
“ of the Nommative and the Objective While the Sūtra ‘Kutur: gup’ 
“ (Paninz I11— —68) shows, in the first instance, that the Nommatıse 15 
“actually found, in usage, to be spoken of as denotuble, and secondly, 
“it also uses the form ‘ Kaofarı” with the sequential Locative ending, 
“and masmuch as, ma number of words, the Nommative Agent itself 
“ cannot find a place ın a sequential order, the sequence (signified by the 
“ Locatıvc) comes to be rec gnized as pertaining to the word (denoting 
“the Nomimative),—in accordince with the Sutra ‘ Anarthakyat tadan- 
“€ geshu’ (111—1-—18) , the sense of the Stra thus coming to be that, 
“*when the Conjugition:] Afix denoting the Nominative is preceded 
“ by, ete, etc” 

“In any case we find that the Teachers (of Grammar) have distinctly 
“ lad down that the Nominative is denoted by the Conjugitionil Affix, 
“and hence any reasoning to show that ıt ıs not denotable is most 
“ımpiıoper” 

To the above we make the tollowmg ieply The Teachers of 
Grammar say nothing as to the relationship of the Denotative and the 
Denotable (re tuey do not say anvthing as to certun things beimg 
denoted by certain words), this is inferred from actual usage, through 
the Apparent Inconsisti ney (of this usage) 

That ıs to say the incompatibility of Verbal Authority could be 
rightly urged only in that case where the Reasoning and the Verbal 
Authority both pcrtain to the same subject In the cise in question, 
however, we find that while the Reasoning treats ot the question as 
to what 1s duectly denoted, and what is induectly implied (by the Affix), 
—the gıammatı al authorities cited treat of a wholly distinct question, 
as to which among 1 number of synonymous words is correct, and which 
incorrect, in form And certainly when two things treat of two wholly 
distinct subjects, one cannot set aside the other, even though this latter 
may be weaker m authority, and a rejection is all the more imptopet 
when what is sought to be rejected treats of the wholly different subject 
of the denotafıon and implication by the Verbal Affix, and 1s as well 
known to all men as any fact of ordinaiy sense perception 

Ihus then, even if the Ve vcheis of Grammar had actually made the 
declaration that ‘the Nominative is denoted by the Conjugational Affix,’ 
we could not attach mach importance to such a declaration in the present 
connection, warch deals with a wholly different subject As a matter 
of fact, however, we find that they do not make such a declaration 
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Objection: “But we have just cited the Sutra 111—iv—69 (which 
distinctly declares the fact of the Nominative, as well as the Objective, 
being denoted by the Conjugational Affix}.” 

Reply: True, you have cited that Sdtra; but in citing it von have 
looked into one part of the Sütra-text and not into the whole of it. And 
certainly you cannot reasonably bring forward against one theorv the 
incompatibility of the verbal authority of certain Sztras the import whereof 
has not been fully considered in all its bearings, Beeinse all seriptural 
texts give correct teachings, only when they are taken along with the 
other portions of the Context in which they occur. 

Tf one could rightly bring forward the incompatibility of Verbal 
Authority, only in view of a portion of the Context, then, (1) in the case 
of the sentence ‘should not drink wine.’ we could take oat only the two 
words ‘drink wine,’ interpreting them as enjoining the drinking of vine, 
and in that case one not drinking wine could he hanled up for disobeying 
this Injunction; and thus doing something against seriptural authority ; 
(2) we could take the senten:e ‘one should perform the Aguéhotra all 
through his life,’ by itself. apart from the other sentences found in the 
same Context; and in that case, even if ons, who had passed though the 
ceremony of Initiation, should omit to offer the 4gzthotra sacrifice, we 
could accnse him of having com mütted a grievous vin (as the sentence cited 
by itself makes the life-long dyuchotrs as necessary for the Uninitated as 
for the Initiated); (3) in fact, in Grammar itself, i we took the Stra 
“ mölargunah? (Panini V11—11—82) entirely by itself (without taking it 
along with the other Sztra I~i—5, which limits the applic:tion of the 
former), then the form ‘ Minna,’ without the guna (broadening of the 
vowel), would have to be pronounced ungrammatical, Consequently, it is 
not right for you to bring forwird, against our tueory, the incompatibility 
of any one di-jointed part of the Grammatical Süfras. 

In support of our contention we have the following declaration : 
‘Any single part of the text, when taken independently by itself, expresses 
something wholly different from what is expressed by it when taken along 
with the whole, together with all its accessories and auxiliaries.’ 

Specially is this the case with the text of Grammatical Sütras, 
because, in this, we find almost the whole Hight Adhyayas of the Sütras 
operating in the formation of a sinzle worl. Consequently it is neces- 
sary to avoid an incompatibility with that which is expressed by the 
Sütra ‘Lukkarmani, etc. (Pagini 111—iv—69) when tiken along with 
all its auxiliary Sitras. 

For instance, in the case in question, tho full İninnc"ion with regard 
to the Conjugational Affixes is completed by the following Sitras:— 
111—i—1, 2, 3, 4, 91, 92, 93, 94: I11—11—123: TI1—iv—67: 11 —ıv— 
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69, 77, 78, I—m —12, 78, I—1v—106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21, 22, and be. 
sides these many Siiras relating to Nomenclature and Defimtzona, deahng 
with eliminations, additions, modifications of letters, etc, eto And all 
these have to be taken as syntactically connected (forming a single 
sentence), laying down all that is necessary in connection with the 
Conjngational Affix (‘tep fi> And this syntactical connection is possible 
only when one Stra ıs taken as qualifying the other, and this relation 
ship of the qualification and the qualified, between words having the 
same case endings, is either by coextensiveness o: its contrary, and 18 
of the nature of that which subsists between the Action and the Agencies 
(Ka@rakas) pertaining to it, or that between the Pmmary and its Sub 
sidiaries 

In the case in question, however, we do not find some of the above 
Sütras to have any useful bearing , and hence we take up for consideration 
only the following Sairas—‘ the Conyugatıonal Affixes appear in the sense of 
the Nominative and the Objectave’ (ITI—1v—69), ‘ when there is only one 
Nominative we have the Singular Affix, when there are two we have the 
Dual, and when there are many we have the Plmal’ (I—1v—2], 22), —in 
connection with which we shall consider whether the relationship of the 
qualification and the qualified among them operates by coextensiveness 
or otherwise 

Fust of all, then, m these Sütras, we find that the words ‘one,’ ‘two’ 
and ‘many’ are denotative of Numbers, and unless they denote these Num 
bers, they cannot be applıed to any objects, as we have shown under the 
Akrtyadhikorona (I—1n 30 et seq) In fact, m the Mahābhāshya of 
Patanjali, we find that he puts the question, m connection with the 
Sütra * Bahushu bahın acanam? (I—1v—21),—‘ Késhu bahushu ?? (‘what 
are those that are meant by bahushu in the Sütra ?”),—and then, having 
put forvard the objections to the wording of the question, he comes to 
the conclusion that the words ‘bahu’ ete (ın the Sutras, ‘ Bahushu bahu 
oacanam.” and the rest) sigmfv Numbers, specially as we find him explain 
ing the words ‘bahushu’ and ‘dvy8kayok’ (in the Sitras) as ‘bahutvé’ 
and ‘duztvaryakatvayoh’ 1espectively Then he proceeds to put another 
questron—‘ In the absence of an abstract affix, how can the declaration 
have an Abstract Noun for the predominant factor?’ And to this 
question he gives the answer— This is quite possible, when, in the very 
first instance, the Property ıs meant to be spoken of ın its due predomi 
nance ” 

The sense of this reply is as follows There are three ways ın which 
a Property 1s spoken of—(1) ın certain cases it 18 mentioned, in the very 
first stance, independently by itself, (2) some Properties are mentioned 
aa accessories to a certain substance, and (3) there are some which, 
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though really belonging to certain substances, are spoken of as abstracted 
from these substances 

That ıs to say, (1) in a case where, m the very first instance, the 
Property 13 meant to be apoken o: independently, as a predominant 
factor by itself,—there is no appearance of the Abstract Affix, and the 
Property becomes connected with the substance, even without coexten 
giveness ,—e g@ m the expression “ patasya guklak’ (whee ‘ Cukla’= 
“Çuklaha”) (2) In a case where the Property is meant to be spoken of 
as subordinate to the substance, and no separation or abstraction is meant, 
—we have coextensiveness,—e g in the expression ‘Cuklak patak’ (3) 
Lastly, in a case where the Property 1s meant to be spoken of as subor- 
dinate to a substance, and its abstraction from it is desired subsequently, — 
we have the Abstract Afüxes ‘tva’ or ‘tal’ attached to the word denoting 
the Pioperty,—in accordance with the inle that, ‘ when a word denotes 
that Property the existence whereof in the substance makes the word 
applicable to ıt, then that word takes the Abstract Affixes iwa and tal’, 
and ın this case we have the expression ‘putasya çuhlatvam’ In a case, 
however, where the Property 1s meant to be spoken of as an independent 
predominant factor by itself, the Property 1s not a qnalıfyıng Property 
at all, but an independent substance by itself, and hence there can be no 
applıcatıon through ths Property, of the adjective expressive of it, to 
the substance, and as ın this case, the Property does not affect (‘ bha- 
vayafı”) the use of the word denoting the substance, we do not find it 
spoken of by means of the Abstixct Affixes (‘éva’ and ‘tal’) Specially 
because, masmuch as the Property has been already abstracted beforehand, 
the use of an Abstracting (or Abstract) Affix would be wholly superflaous 

Objection “If such be the case, then in all cases, that to which the 
Number would belong would always be mn the Genitive Case ” 

Reply It 18 quite true that such would be the natural consequence , 
but, Just as ın certain cases, the Adjective, with a view to pomt to the Sub 
stance to which the Property (denoted by that Adjective) belongs, becomes 
coextensive with the word (substantive) denoting that substance,—so, in 
the same manner, there 1s the coextensiveness, with the Adjective of the 
Substantive which is used with a view to express the Property to which 
the Substance (denoted by that Substantive) 15 subordinate, specinily as 
ın both cases we have the same grounds for taking both (the Adjective 
and the Substantive) as non different, or one of them as indirectly mdi- 
cating the other But even though such anexpression would be correct in 
form, yet, masmuch it is never found in actnal usage, it does not become 
comprehended as quickly as it should be If, however, it happens to be 
met with, m a certam case, then it should be explained in the manner 
gnown above, this 1s all that we mean by patting it forward 


1334 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH, [IT—PADA 1V—“ADHİ, (4). 


For these reasons, it must be admitted that even without the use of 
the Abstract Affix, we can speak, quite intelligibly, of a Property (Num: 
ber f.i.) as the predominant factor And it is only thus that we could 
justify the Dual number in the word “ doyekayob” (in the Sutra 1T—4v— 
92). For if ‘two’ and ‘one’ in the Süfra meant ‘two things’ and “one 
thing” respectively, then the total of these being three, we should have 
had the Plural Number, and in that case we should lave had the form 
‘duyékéshu,’ if it referred to the objects qualified by the N umbers, 
That isto say, if the expression were meant to speak of the Substances 
qualified by the Number, as the predominant factors, then in that cise, the 
‘two’ Substances together with the ‘one’ Substance would make up three, 
and thus necessitate the use of the Plural ending. When, on the other 
hand, it is the Numbers that are meant to be spoken of as the predomi- 
nant factors, then, inasmuch as ‘ Duality’ and ‘Singleness’ would he the 
predominant factors meant to be spoken of, they would take their own 
Numbers; and as such there would be only two factors (those of ‘duality’ 
and ‘singleness’), and we would have the Dual ending; and as snch the 
form ‘ dvéyékayok’ would become justified. ü 

Question: “How is it that the Abstract Affix does not denote the 
“substance qualified by the Property a 

Answer: The chief reason for this lies in the fact of the wish of 
the speaker being of varions kinds. Or, if the Sūtra ‘Bahushu bahuva- 
canam’ (Pdnint 1—1—21) meant that ‘ we should have the Plural Number 
whenever we have bahuten’— then we would have the Plural Number in 
eases where the word ‘bahw’ is used in the sense of great, large quantity, 
big, extensive, etc., as in the case of such expressions as ‘bahuh samudrah,’ 
‘bahurodanuk’; aa also in connection with all numbers above ‘two,’ 
which have the common character of “being above two.’ [Both of which 
would be inadmissible; as in the former case, the expression itself would 
be absurd; while in the second the Plural applied to the Numbers over 
twenty would be wrong, as all such numbers are laid down as to be used 
always in the Singular.) Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Sūtra usés the word “bahushu” (and not ‘ bahutvé’), with the sole view of 
showing that the Plural ending should be used only for the denoting of 
that number which depends upon diversity among the individuals. And 
thus it is that we have the expression ‘ bahurodanah’ [without the 
Plural; simply because there is no diversity among the individual grains 
of the rice]. 

We find in the Muhabhishya that, against the theory of the Number 
being the predominant factor, has been raised the objection that in 
accordance with that theory, we could not have the expression ‘8:2 many- 
anté, because ‘éka’ signifying singleness as the predominant factor, it 
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should have had the Singular ending; but this objection has been met 
by showing that in such expressions the word ‘eké’ means“ others’ (and 
as such is capable of taking the plural endiny). 7 

Thus it becomes established that what the Sdiras ‘Bahushu baluva- 
cunam’ ete, (1—iv —21, 22) mean is that we have the Plural ending where 
there is muléiplicéty ( many-ness”), and the Singular and the Dual 
endings, where we have Sin,leness and Duality respectively. 

Thus then, in connection with the Injunction of Conjugational Affixes, 
we have the following two declarations: — (1) Inasmuch as the affix ‘itp’ 
is substituted in the place of the Conj ugational endings, it should be taken 
as used in the sense of the Nominative (in accordance with the Sūtra 
‘lubtarmani, etc.’ II[—iv—69). (2) Inasmuch as the affix ‘tip’ is 
called a ‘singular affix,’ it appears only when there is Singleness. Thus 
then, we have two alternatives: (a) that the Nominative and the Single- 
ness are both related to the ‘tip,’ without being related to each other, —in 
this case the sense of the above two declarations being that ‘the tip affix 
appears either in the sense of the Nominative, or in that of Singleness’ ;— 
and (5) the meaning of the two declarations is that ‘the tip affix appears 
when there is Singleness of the Nominative, —in this case, the Nominative 
and Singleness bearing to each other the relationship of the qualification 
and the qualified. 

The former alternative is untenable ; as the tip cannot be related to 
any one of them unless they are specified or qualified) by the other, 
Because, in accordance with this alternative, we would have the tip affix 
even in a, case where we have more than one Nominative; as also when- 
ever there would be Singleness, even in any of the Karakus. 

That is to say, if it be held that the tip affix is laid down as to be 
used, in connection with the Nonenative, or with Singleness, cach of these 
being independent of the other, then, at the time of actual usage also, we 
would have the same independence; and lence we would have the ‘iip’ 
also in cases where we have two or more Nominative agents; as also 
when we have Singleness, even in connection with the other Karakas. 

Consequently (in order to avoid these anomalies) we should, at the 
very outset, admit of the fact of the Nominative and Singleness being 
related to each other by the relationship of qualification. 

And this relationship is by coextensiveness, because of the two taking 
the same case-ending (the expression being ‘ékasmin kartari’). And as 
for the relationship by Vaiyyadhikaranya (difference in the substrata), 
inasmuch as no such relationship is directly expressed by the words, it 
could only be due, either to the process of indirect Indication (by one or 
the other), or to the modifying of the case-endings (the form being 
changed into “Xurtuğ ékatvam’), In fact, in the case of the said 
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eoextensiveness also, for the sake of the established predominance of the 
Number, 1t 18 the word ‘ Kartr’ (Nominative) that betakes itself either to 
the indirect indicating (of ‘kartrguna,’ the property of the Nominative), or 
to the attributing of non difference (between the Nominative and the 
Number relatinz to 1t), —and not so the word ‘ēka’, because 1f this latter 
did so, then the Substance related to the Number would become the 
predominant facto. And hence we conclude that ın the expression 
‘ baituk ekatvé’ we have the Genitive (an ‘kartuk’) in the subordinate 
factor, simply with a view to show, by direct denotation, the object that 
ıs related (to the predominant factor of the Number) by coextensiveness 

Or, we may explain the expression ‘karturéhatvé’ in the following 
manner Inasmuch as the two words denote two distinct things, they 
cannot be coextensive, and when there is no coextensiveness, they 
cannot have the same case ending, no: could the desired relationship be 
expressed by any other ending save the Genitive, and without such a 
relationship, the sense that is dested to be conveyed would not be 
possible And hence the changing of the case ending of one of the two 
bemg inevitible, inasmuch as the Number has already been shown to be 
the predominant factor, and as it 1s im connection with the qualification 
that we always have the Genitive ending,—it is the case ending (the 
Locative) of the word ‘harfar.’ that ıs changed into the requned Geni- 
tive,—and this process gives us the expression ‘kirtuiéhatvé’ (in the 
place of ‘ ékasmin kartarı”) 

In any case, there 18 not the remotest possibility of the modification 
of the case-ending of ‘ékaivé’, as any such modification would give us 
the idea of a wholly different object, because if we have the expression 
‘ €katvasya karta? karmanı ca,’ then the sense would be something wholly 
different, vız ‘One who does the Singleness, and whose action that 18°! 

Thas then, the upshot of the whole set of Süfras comes to be that the 
Numbers—Singleness etc a» qualified by the Nomenatiwe or the Objective— 
are denoted by the Conjugational Affixes, and hence there is no incompati 
bility in our theory with the verbal authority of the said grammatical rules 

The said Stras being explained in the above manner, the conclusion 
that we have arrived at by a course of reasoning—viz, that ‘ there is no 
denotation of the Larakas because of then being indicated by the Bhavana’ 
—would bə found to be quite ın keeping with the sense of the Satras 
And the words of the Sitrus also—such fi as ‘dvyékayok’ and the hke 
—vould have their scope limited by the said reasonings, and as such 
would be ın keeping with the reasonings tolating to the qualifications, the 
qualified, eto eto 

The sentence ın the Bhdshya — Laukikany@ytnugatagea sutrürthak”— 
may be explained m i different sense also, which would be as follows In 


PROHIBITION OF TELLING LIEs PLRTAINS 10 SACRIFICE 1337 


ordimary experience we find that the Number (denoted by the Conjuga 

tional Affix) is always recogrized as qualified by the Nominative or the 
Objective, and the sense of the Süfras would be in keeping with this fact 
of ordimary experience, if these were explained in the way shown above 

Otherwise, if each Sätra were interpreted by itself, independently of the 
other, the Sutra would come to mean that the Conjugational Affix denotes 
the Number and the küraka, each mdependently of the other, which would 
be totally cont:ary to the aforesaid fact of ordinary experience 

Nor would this be all, ın fact the sense of the Sifras would become 
mcompatible with those reasonings that are put forward by the Va:y? 
karanas themselves While if the Number is taken to be denoted (by the 
Conjugational Affix) as qualified (by the Nominative or the Objective), 
then all thmgs become duly reconciled to one another 

Against what has been said above, the opponent might bring forward 
the following Objection “The above interpretation of grammatical rules 
“is the mere outcome of the genuity of the Mimansaka, who is excep 
‘tionally cleve! at the manipulation of sentences and their constructions 
“and mterpretations The view that the Vazsyükaranas themselves take 
“is not such as has been shown by you” 

Reply The authority of the Grammatical writers also points to the 
same conclusions that we have arrived at, the declaration of Patanjale hamsatf 
being to the effect, that ‘ When Singleness etc form the denotatzons of Affixes, 
the Objective and the rest become their qualifications? The sense of this is 
that m treating of “ Plurals,’ and ‘ Anabhıhıta Nominatives and Objectives, 
the authors of both the Yürfoka and the Bhfshya, having discussed, in 
great detail, the two theomes of the ‘Objective’ and the ‘Singleness’ 
(being the denotation of Affixes), are found to have come to the following 
Jawless conclusions What is denoted by the Affixes are Singleness, etc , 
otherwise, we could have the Plural Number ın any and every word 

without restiiction) , and further ıt would not be necessary to lay down 
the rules for the use of the Nominative and the Objective terminations on 
the condition of the Nominative and the Objective being ‘not expressed ’ 
(‘ Anabhıhıta”) for the appearance of the Nominative or Accusative 
terminations, as even in other places (1e where we have not these 
terminations, but only verbs, like ‘pacatz,’ which litter, according to you, 
would denote the Nommative or the Objective), we would not have the 
denotation of that which has been already denoted For if the Objective 
were already denoted by the Conjugational Affixes, Nominal affixes o 
Compounds, then there would be left no reason for any further denoting 
of the Objective by the Accusative (or the Nominative terminations), with 
a view to which we should have had the conditional Sutra ‘ Anabheheté’ 
[preceding the Sūtıas laying down the case-termmations] On the 

168 
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other hand, when the Objectave etc are not denoted (by the Conjagational 
Affixes, etc), then, unless we had the Süfras specially laying down 
the Accusative terminations, with reference to the Singleness, etc of that 
Objective, we could not have the Accusative ending in such cases [And 
hence ıt 18 only ın accordance with our theory that we can justify the 
conditional Sutra ‘anabhihté’] Specially as ib makes no difference m 
reasoning, whether the Objective etc are or are not denoted 

It ıs ın view of these facts that, m recapitulatmg the position taken 
up by the anthor of the Vartska (Katyayana), Patanjal: has declared— 
‘Tt is only when the Singleness, etc are denoted by the Conjugational 
Affix, etc that the conditional Sätra ‘anabhihité’ becomes necessary , 
while if the Obyectwe, etc, were denoted by them, the Sūtra would be 
absolutely meaningless ° 

Otjection “In the Mahöbhöshya, we meet also with this declaration 
“ (to the contrary) ‘When the Objective, etc are denoted by the Aflixes, 
“then the Singleness etc appear as qualifications’ [and hence we cannot 
“admit the fact of the Mahabhashya lendmg unqualified support to the 
“ positron taken up by the Mimansaka] ” 

Reply The sentence quoted by you represents the position opposed 
to Patanjah’s own, and though, as such, it did not deserve a place in the 
Mahabhüshya, yet Patanjah has put it forward, simply by way of admit 
ting the opponent’s view, for the sake of argument The sense of the 
whole being that, even when the Objective etc happen to be the objects 
qualified (by the Number), and as such, bemg the predominant factors, 
form the denotations of the Affixes,—even then, Singleness etc are actually 
denoted, as them qualifications, because they could not serve as qualifica- 
tions, unless they were themselves fully denoted (o1 expressed), and as 
for the gualfied factors, they are got at by other means, and it 18 a 
well-known fact that, unde: such circumstances (where the qualified 1s 
got at by other means) the Injunction betakes itself to the qualifying 
subordinate, as we find ın the case of the Injunction ‘ lohitoshnisha 
rivigah pracarunti” (where the Rtv.ks and their pracarana being found to 
have been laid down elsewhere, the Injunction contained in the sentence 
is taken as applying to the subordinate factor, the ‘red turban’ only) 

Or, we can take the word ‘artha’ (in the phrase ‘v:bhaktya»thah ’) 
as signifying ‘purpose’, the sense being that ‘when they (the objective 
etc ) constitute the purpose, then the case termination ıs used for the sake 
of them ’ 

Or again, inasmuch as both the above declarations of Patanjali are 
equally ın keepıng with the nature of things, we can take both of them 
as equally true, but limited in their seope,—the forme: pertang to the 
Conjugational Affixes, and the latter to the Declensional Affixes, and 


PROHIBITION OF TELLING LIES PERTAINS TO SACRIFICE 1339 


certainly we do admit the denotability of the Objective etc by these latte: 
affixes 

Objectzon “Inasmuch as the rules regarding the Pluial etc are the 
“same with regard to both (the Conjugational and the Declensional 
“ Affixes), there must be an uniformity in them , and hence just as the 
“ Conyugafaonal Affix (according to the Mimansaka) would denote the 
“ Number qualfied by the Objective etc and not the kör akas themselves,— 
“so would it also be ın the case of the Declensional Affixes And in that 
“case, your theory would be incompatible with such expressions as— 
“ “gatka andbhidhayinya irtīyāävıbhaktyā samyupya mardıçatı) ‘tadagamé 
“ht tad drpyaté,’ ‘tasya yüünam? ete (which are fonnd in your own 
‘ Bhüshya)” 

To this some people make the followmg reply Inasmuch as we find 
that 1618 quite possible for the same rule to be taken differ ently, in 
accordance with the different purposes served by ıt, with regard to 
different objects,—and that the nature of the qualifying ielationship is 
found different in different cases,—we speak of the Number as the qualified 
factor, in the case of Conjugational Affixes, and as the quahfymg factor 
in that of the Declensional ones 

If however this erplanation should not satisfy you, we offer you 
another Though the Rules do not accept the denotabihty of the Objec 
tive etc, yet they speak of such denotabılıty, only for the sake of the 
accomplishment of that which has been accepted as the denotable (1e the 
Number) 

That is to say, we find that the giammatical iules often speak of 
the ‘denotability ’ of certain factors, merely as a conventional technicality, 
for certain definite purposes But this mee technicality can justify our 
acceptance of such denotability, as an actuality, in ordmary parlance 
Nor have we any rules laymg down that the Objective and the rest are 
never denotable, what they do lay down is that these Objective ete are the 
qualifications of the Numbers, Singleness etc which are the actual denota 
tions (of the Conjugational Affixes),—as we have alı eady explained above 
Hence ıt must be admitted that the Objective and the other karakas always 
serve as qualifying subordinates (ın the case of Conjugational Affixes) 
Thus then, in a case where the Objective etc are not found, either by 
reasonings, or by Verbal authority to have the said denotability,—they 
are at once 1ecognized as absolutely undenotable In that case, however, 
where 16 is found that unless themselves denoted, they could not serve as 
qualifications,—we must, for this reason, admrt them te be denotabla, Or 
again, on the ground of the Apparent Incenustincy (of the denstdbunty 
of the Number, which would not be quite possible without a denotation of 
its qualifying subordinate, ın the shape of the Objective etc), we can 
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accept the denotabılıty of these to be laid down by the grammatical rules 
also 

In the case of Conyugatıonal Affixes, however, we find that the Nom- 
native (or: Objective) 1s indicated by the Bhavand, and as such, quite cap- 
able of serving as the qualification (of Number), and hence, ın this case 
(there bemg no Apparent Inconsistency) it is not necessary to admit iis 
actual direct denotabihty But ın the case of the Declensional Affixes, we 
find that either the denotations of the basic words, or the Szngleness etc , are 
not invariably concomitant with the kdrakas,—inasmuch as they appear 
both with and without these latter, and hence then capability of indi- 
cating any of the körakas ıs set aside (by the said non-concomitance) , 
then again, ın this case, ,we do not find the word denoting either the 
Bhavana or the Hool-meaning, or any other factor indicative of the 
kārakas, hence, inasmuch as without the denotation of the karaka itself, 
ib would not be possible to have the denotation of the Number qualified by 
thut karaka, we must (on the giound of this last Apparent Inconsistency) 
accept the köraka also to be duectly denotable 

Olyection “Inasmuch as the Noun is never used by itself, ıt 18 
“ necessary that ıt should always be accompanied by a Verb, and as this 
“ Verb would denote a Bhavana, it would be as indicated by this Bhavana 
“that the kdrakas, m this case of Declensional Affix also, would be 
“connected with the Number denoted,—exactly as in the case of the 
“ Conyugatıonal A ffixes ” 

Reply How could it be so, when, as a matter of fact, we find that m 
sentences, whereof the order of sequence among the words ıs not fixed, 
the Noun is used before the Verb, (eg ın the sentence ‘Vrksham chin 
dhe’), and m this case we find that the cognition of the küraka— Vrk 
sham*—appears before that of the Verb, and certainly this cognition (of 
the köraka) would not be possible unless the köraka were denotable, inde 
pendently by itself 

Objection “Even in this case, as the kdraka would not be a true 
“€ köraka, unless connected with the Verb, the kdraka-endings would not 
“appear until the relationship with the Verb were distinctly shown 
“ And hence in this case also, the ka@i:aka would be preceded by the Verb 
“ (and hence the conditions would be exactly the same as those ın the 
“ case of the Conjugational Affixes' ” 

Reply This 1s quite true, as regards the speaker (of the sentence 
‘Vrksham chindht’), but as regards the person to whom the sentence 18 
addressed, at the time that he hears the first word ‘ Vrksham,’ he has no 
idea of any Verb or of 1ts connection (with the word heard) , consequently 
what he does 1s to recognize the körgka alone as expressed by the word 
(“ Vrksham’),—and then, through Inference, or through Apparent Incon 
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sistency (of the köraka-character which 1s not possible without a Verb 
fenoting an action), he comes to have an idea of the Verb which the 
speaker may have previously determined upon 

If ıt were not so, there would be a mutualinter dependence Because 
the Verb would indicate the k@raka, and this latter would indicate the 
Verb, and neither of these would have an independent basis of 1ts own 
In all cases of two things related together, it 1s necessary to accept one of 
them to have a basis independent of the other But m the case m ques 
tion, if the karaka were to be indicated by the Verb,—then ıt would be 
necessary to explain by what the Verb 1s mdicated Then, we find that 
the basic Noun ‘Vrksha’ (ın the sentence ‘Vrkshaum-chindh.’) cannot 
indicate the verb, because what the word denotes 1s the Class character- 
wed by the presence of branches etc Nor could the denotation of the 
basic Noun indicate it, as this is quite possible even without the action 
expressed by the verb (and as such there could be no Apparent Inconais- 
tency justifying the indication) 

The following might be urged by the opponent “ There ıs no such 
“ thing as 1s absolutely devoid of some sort of an action, consequently in 
“ the case of all Nouns, we would always have the indication of some such 
“Verbas ‘1s’, ‘exists’ and the lke Or again, the indication of the 
“ Verb would be by means of the közraka, which w always accompanied 
“by a Verb, m accordance with the rule that “the Verb ssn the Present 
“Tense Singular is always understood even where ıt ıs not actually 
“ uttered ’”’ 

But this ıs not possible, because even when such intransitive verbs, 
as ‘1s’ and the lke, are actually uttered, what they indicate 18 only the 
Nommatıve (which alone is its necessary concomitant), and not neces- 
sarily the Objective and the other körakas That ıs to say, the Verb 
that ıs indicated by the denotation of the basic Noun, 1s only some such 
genetic one as “is” and the like, but this Verb 1s not capable of indicating 
all the kdrakas, consequently we should look out for some other agency 
for the ındıcatıon of the Objective etc Then, we find that the case- 
endings do not signify the Verb, by which the Objective could be indi- 
cated Nor ıs the Numbe: (denoted by the endmg) capable of mdicating 
any particular Verb or kdraka, as we have explaived before Conse- 
quently, we can find no other indicator of the Verb, save the idea of the 
köraka itself And such being the case, ıf the Verb also were to be the 
indicator of the ka@raka, then this would be a clear case of mutual mter- 
dependence, which would make both (the idea of the Verb, as also that 
of the küraka ) equally devoid of a foundation 

For these reasons, ıb must be admitted that, ın the case of the 
Declensıonal Afhxes, it ıs the küraka (Objective or Nom native) that 1s 
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denoteu by the Affix, and the karaka indicates the Verb, in keeping with 
its own character, through the relationship borne by them to each other 

Objection “In the case of a sentence ın which the Verb precedes the 
“Noun (eg ‘chendh: vrksham’),—inasmuch as the Verb, capable of 
“ bearıng the relationship of the küraka, would be recognised before this 
‘latter,—and as in this case the Verb would have the capability of indi- 
‘cating the kür aka,—the Affixes would denote the Number only ” 

Reply Such would certainly have been the case, if the sentences had 
always begun with the Verb As ıt 18, however, we find that there 1s no 
fixity ın the order in which the words of a sentence might occur, as we 
have sentences ın the form of “güm pagya, as well as in that of ‘ pagya 
güm” 

Hence ıt cannot be denied that, m the case of Declensional Affixes, 
the Objectave and other ka akas are denoted by them 

Objection ‘If such be the case, then there would be no fixity m the 
“ denotatıve potency of Affixes (as ıt would vary with the order in which 
“the words ın the sentence would be found) ” 

Reply This could not be, because when the denotative potency 
(that of the Affix with regard to the kd:akas f1) will have been once 
definitely ascertained, ın connection with the sentence in which the Noun 
precedes the Verb,—could ıt ever be set aside in the case of another 
sentence? Specially as the relationship between words and their deno 
tations 1s not transitory, and it has already been shown above that this 
relationship ıs conditioned by the mutual hmitation imposed by the 
potentualıtıes (of the Word and its Denotation) upon each other 

The opponent might biing forward the following counter argument 
“€ When, m connection with the sentence in which the Verb would precede 
“ine Noun, it will have been defimtely ascertaımned that the Affix ıs 
“incapable of denoting the kdrakas,—masmuch as it would be necessary 
“ for the potency of the Affix to be of one kind only, ıt would follow that 
“ the Affix is absolutely without the capabılıty of denoting the kürakas” 

But this is not admissible, because, as a matter of fact, there 1s nothmg 
incongruous ın the fact of a potency, though existing, bemg inoperative , 
as such inoperativeness may be due to its purpose having been already 
falfilled On the other hand, when the potency does not exist, it would 
be absolutely useless to seek for its effects 

That 1s to say, ın all cases we find that a certain thing may be exis- 
tent or non-existent And as ıt would not be possible for both existence 
and non-existence to be accepted at one and the same time, we must 
accept only one of them , and under the circumstances, it 18 the exzstence 
that should be accepted, because when something exists, even if we do 
not perceive any of ite effects, there would be nothing incongruous m this, 
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as it 18 quite possible that this absence of its effects may be due, either to 
certain obstacles ın the way of its due functiommg, or to the absence of 
ihe necessary auxiliary causes, or to the fact of the effects having been 
already brought about by other causes When, on the other hand, the 
thing does not exist, even when its supposed effects would appear, it could 
not be got at even by the gods themselves, and as such we would have 
to admit the appearance of an effect without a cause (an absurdity),—as 
we have already explained ın course of our explanation of the eternality of 
the relationship (between words and their denotations, mde Gloka- 
Vintvka, section, ‘ Sumbandhakshépipar:hara’) 

Consequently when the denotative potency (of the Affix with régard 
to the Adrakas) has been definitely ascertained, it will operate to its 
fullest extent, ın the case of the sentence ın which the Noun precedes the 
Verb, while ıt will be indiferentiy moperative in the case of the 
sentence where the reverse is the case (1e where the Verb precedes the 
Noun), or even m this latter case, ıt would serve the purpose of setting 
aside the idea that the ka aka ıs inferable, and not directly denotable, by 
words 

Thus then, 161s established that the Declensional Affixes denote the 
Objective ete 

As for the Conjugational Affixes, masmuch as their order of sequence 
is always fixed, the Nomimative and the Objective are always indicated 
by the Denotation of the Root and the Bh@vand, and it ıs only subse- 
quently that those two (the Nominative and the Objective) come to be 
connected with the Number (denoted by the Conjugational Affix), and 
there ıs no occasion for admitting of any denotative potency with regard to 
the körakas (the Nominative, the Objective and the rest) Consequently 
it is fully established that the Nominative and the Objective are always 
the objects of Inference (or Apparent Inconsistency) İm the case of 
Conjugational Affixes | 


At this stage of the discussion, a certain Vasyükarana, very 
clever at ingenious argumentation, comes forward with the following 
arguments — 

“ Inasmuch as we find a verb ın the Singular when there is one 
€“ Nominative Agent, in the Dual when there are two, and in the Plural 
“when there are more than two,~-we must conelude that ub is the 
“ Nominatave that 1s denoted by the Conjugational Affixes That 1s to say, 
“ as a matter of fact we find that the verb— pacati’ f1~—always fellows, 
“ın all things, the word—‘ Dévadatiah’ £1 —that 1s used to point out the 
“particular Nommative Agent, and this could only be due to a 
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€ coextensiveness between the two, coextensiveness too 1s possible only 
“when the two factors concerned pertain to the same object Conse 
“ quently, ın the erse ın question, the necessary coextensiveness could be 
“ obtamed only if the word “pacatt, ın general, denoted the Nominative 
“ Agent, Dövadatta 

“It might be argued that the word ‘pacati’ may indicate the 
‘Nominative im the way shown under the Ak: tyadhikarana (1—ni—58 
“ et seg ) and the Arunüdhəkarana (II1—1—12 et seg ) 

“But this could not be, becausc the Nomimative (in the sentence 
ee Dévadattak pacat”) could not be indicated by the ‘cooking (‘Paka’) 
“ which subsists in the eee, ın fact the ‘cooking could indicate only 
“t the ssngleness ete mbhering m the Rice, and not a thing that mheres 
“n another substratum 

“The following might be urged ‘Inasmuch as the actions of 
“ layıng the pot on the fire and the rest (that go to make up the action of 
“ cookung) inhere in Dévadatta, these actions might be taken as meant 
‘by the word ‘päka’ (‘cooking °) ” 

“TIt 1s troe that these actions are called ‘cooking’, but the co- 
“ ordınatıon (between Dövadatta the Nominative and the Verb) could 
“not be through those actions The case of the Arunddhkarana 1s 
‘different from this, because ın this latter we found that the class 
“‘cow’ and the Property of Redness brought about, ın regard to the 
“object qualified by them (1e the individual cow), ideas in keeping 
“with their own characters, and hence we admitted the Hlimmation of 
“the Possessive Affix (by taking ‘aruna’ as ‘arunavat’) and the Im- 
position of Identity (of the class on the Individual), and ıt was on 
“account of these two canses, that the words were found to have 
“brought about the necessary coordination In the case ın question, 
“ however, we find that the sentence does not give rise in us to any idea 
“of such actions of Dövadatta, as the laying of the pot etc , and hence 
“we cannot admit of any such facts as the Elimination of the Possessive 
“ Affix and the Imposition of Identity Consequently, just as we never 
“ find the word “ Danda’ to be coextensive with ‘ Devadatta ’, ın any such 
“ sentence as ‘Dando Dévadattahk’,—or just as we have no such expression 
“as “ Adhıçrayanüdayo Dévadatiah’, or “ Püko Dévadattah,’—so, also, we 
“ could not have the expression ‘pacate Dötsadattah |’ 

“Thus then, we have the following (inferential) arguments ın sup 
“ port of our view 

“(1) The word ‘pacats’ ıs denotative of the Nomimative and the 
“ Objective, —becanse it is coextensive with the word expressive of these, 
“ —yust as in the case of the words ‘pakta’ and pakvah 1 

“ By the expression ‘coextensive with the words expressive of these’ 
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‘we mean the ‘identity of substrates’ The sense of the Instance ıs that 
‘an the case of the Nouns formed by krt affixes,—which are admitted 
“by all parties to be denotative of the Nominative, ete ,—e g, m the 
“ sentences ‘paktā Devadatiah,’ ‘paiva odanak’ and the hike,—we actually 
‘find what we hold to be the case with the expression ‘pacati 
“ Devadattak? 

“(2) In a case where there is no word denotative of the Nominative 
“or the Objective, we do not find any coextensiveness, eg in the case 
“of the word ‘pakak’ (1e we have never such an expression as ‘ pako 
“ Devadattak’ , which shows that the very presence of the expression 
““pacatı Devadattak’ shows that there ıs a coextensiyeness between the 
“denotations of these wo words, and that therefore the word ‘pacate 
“must be taken as denoting the Nominative) 

“ (3) Then again, the word ‘pacati’? must be denotative of the 
“ Nommmative,—because it is found to follow the changes of Number that 
“are made in the word expressive of the N omunative,—just as is the case 
‘with the two words cited above (‘pakta’ and ‘ pakvah ğ 

“That ıs to say, we find such expressions as ‘ pacate Devadattak,’ 
pacato Devadattayajhadattaw’ ‘picante Devadaltayaş Radattamshnu- 
“ daftüh”, and from these we infer that the Number of the Verbs is 
“exactly the same as that ın the words expressmg the Nominative 
“ Wherever we find such to be the case, (1e such keeping ın accordance 
“with the Number of the Nommative word) we find the word to be 
‘actually denotative of the Nominative, e g in the case of the word ‘ paktā; 
“ın connection with which also we have such expressions as ‘paktā 
“ Dövadattah, “ paktüran Devadattayayfiadattau, and ‘ paktürah Deva 
“ dattayaphadattamıshnudattah” So also m the case of the N ommatıve, 
“we find the expressions ‘pacyaté odanah,’ ‘ pacyëtë odanacakau,’ “ pakva 
“odanah ‘pakvau gakaudanau, and so forth,—all of which serve as 
“instances sımılaı ın character to the minor term of the syllogism (re the 
“word " pacati’) 

“ (4) [The word “pacazı ” denotes the Nominative and the Objective) 
“ Because it is found that the 1ules of grammar lay down the dropping 
“off of the Nommatıve and the Objective endings, on the occasion of 
“these being denoted (by other vrords—e g the verb), for the corrobora- 
“tive instance of similarity, we have the same that have been brought 
“forward before, while that of dissimilarity we have the sentence ‘ Déva- 
“ datténa pacyaié ’ 

“That 18 to say, for the following reason also the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective Because 
“we find a dropping off of the case-endings whose appearance 1s 
“conditioned by the fact of the Ka, akas being ‘not-denoted,’~eg ‘pacat 

169 
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“ Devadattah’ and ‘pacyaté odanah” If the Verb were not denotative of 
“the Nominative, then there would be nothing to justify the dropping 
“ off of the affixes laid down by such siz as as ‘anabhehité karmanz duitiya, 
“ (Pan), “ kartrkaranoyosirteyü” (Pümani) [as the Nominative, ete 
“would always be ‘anabhihata,’ not bemg ‘abhihita’ or denoted by any 
“other word, such as the Verb] ,—such as we find in the expression 
ee macyaté Devadatténa,’ ‘pacatyodanak’ As a matter of fact however, in 
“ aamuch as we find that these affixes are actually dropped off, we con- 
e clude, from this, that, hke the words ‘paktā’ and ‘pakvahk,’ the Verb 
“(‘pacate’) 13 denotative (of the Nominative and the Objective) This 
“instance of similanty having thus been shown, it becomes necessary 
” to show that of dissimilarity, and this we have m such sentences as 
“t pacyate Devadatlena, ete , in which we find that, imasmuch as the Verb 
“€ does not denote the Nominative, there 1s no dropping off of the Nomina- 
“tive ending 

“ (5) The Verb denotes the Nominative and the Objective ,—becanse 
“ıt expresses the qualifications of these,—just as the Ear, bemg the 
“mdicato of the letter ‘a,’ is mdicative of Sound ın general 

€ That ıs to say, if the word ‘pacati? did not denote the Nominative 
“ and the Objective, then how could it denote a particular qualification of 
“these, ın the shape of Number (which you also accept as denoted by 
“the Veib)? To assert that ıt does not denote them, and that ıt denotes 
“their qualification, would involve a self-contradiction For mstance, 
“the Ear is not found to be non-mdicat ve of Sound in general, and yet 
“€ mdicative of the particular sound of the letter ‘a’ And for words, 
“ there can be no other indicativeness than that of bemg denotative If 
“ the Nominative were indicated by the Bhāvanā, then the indicator of the 
“Nomimative would be something (1e the Bhavan@) which 1s itself 
“denoted, and not a word And for this reason also, the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective 

“ (6) Lastly, the Nominative and the Objective are denoted by the 
€ Verb,—because of the connection of these with qualifications,—as that 
“ which 1s itself not denoted could never be connected with its qualifica- 
“ tions 

“That ıs to say, for the followmg reason also, the Verb must be 
“ regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective Because 
“ we find these connected with their qualifications,—e g ın the sentences 
“Seobhanah pacata; ‘cobhanah pacyaté’ Whenever we find them con- 
“nected with their qualifications, we find them to be denoted, eg ın the 
“expressions ‘¢gobhanah paktā, ‘ramaniyah pakvah’ On the other 
“hand, where there 1s denotation of these, there we do not find them to 
“be connected with any qualifications,—eg in the expression ” gobhana- 
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“ mösyatö” (where the Verb does not denote either the Nominative or the 
*“QObjective) Nor could the connection with qualifications belong to 
“that which is indicated (by the Bhavana, fı), eg though the word 
“t smoke’ indicates the Fire, yet it does not indicate it as connected with 
“the qualifications of Heat, Brightness, and the hke 

“ All these arguments the Bhashya has indicated ın the sıngle argu 
“ment—‘nanu karturékatvidékavacanam, etc”, and hence ıt has not 
“ shovn them m detail The sense of the BAdshya argument is that the 
“ relatıonshıp of the Nommative with the number of the Verb could not 
“ be possible, unless there were, between them, coextensiveness, etc , etc 

“In view of the above arguments, it must be admitted that the only 
“ reasonable theory admissible 1s that the Nominatzve (and the Objective) 
“are directly denoted by the Verb ” 


—————.—....—.—.—..—.—€as.. 


To the above, we make the following reply It has been urged above 
that ‘the word pacat: is denotative of the Nominative and the Objective, 
because of 1ts coextensiveness with these’ (I and II) 

(1) If by this argument, you seek to infer the existence of the 
particular denotative potency,—then, inasmuch as the way, to such a 
potency, of all means of right notion is blocked by the aforesaid 
explanatian of Apparent Inconsistency, you would be contradicting the 
authority of Negation And itis a well known fach that of all potencies, 
Apparent Inconsistency is the only means of cognition, and imasmuch as 
in the case in question, this Inconsistency is capable of being explamed in 
another way (te by means of Bhavan), it could not justify the assump 
tion of a distinct potency 

(2) Your argument ıs also contrary to the following Inferential 
a guments —(a) The word ‘pacati’ 1s not denotative of the Nominative 
and the Objective,—because it denotes something with which they are 
mvarıably concomitant (te the Bhavand),—and that which denotes 
something with which another thing is invariably concomitant can never 
denote this latter,—e g the word ‘gungapa,’ being denotative of the class 
“çoüçapü” which has the class ‘tree’ for its invariable concomitant, does 
not denote the latter (b) Similarly, the Nominative and the Objective 
are not denotable by the Verb,—because the Verbal Affix does not abandon 
its own denotable object, (c) also because they are cognisable, even 
without the operation of the Verb,—yjust like the subsbince, or like the 
class ‘Tree’ by the word ‘cungapa’ (d) They are not denotable by the 
Verb,—because they are kdrakus,—hke the Instrumental and tle rest 
(e) The word with the Verbal Affix 1s not denotatıve (of the Nommative 
and the Objective),—because it is a Verb,—like the word ‘ dsyaté’ 
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It might be urged here that—“ Your arguments are a» opposed to uni 
veraally 1ecognised facts as the assertion that ‘the moon 1s not-moon”” 

But ıt is not so, if we had absolutely denied the fact of the Verb 
signifying the Nominative, etc , or that cf these latter being signified by 
the Veib, then alone could we be accused of asserting something contrary 
to universally recognised facts As it is, however, what we do is to deny 
the absence of the capability, ın the Verb, of directly denoteng the Nomi- 
native and the Objective, and that, in these latter, of being denoted by the 
Verb, and certainly in this denial there is nothing incompatible with 
any commonly recognised facts Because ordinary people rest contented 
with the fact of having the mere idea (of the Nommative and the Ob 
jective) brought about by the Verbal Affix, and they do not take the 
trouble to make any distinctions as to what 1s ditectly denoted, indicated, 
emplied and what forms the subject (of the Verb) 

If what you have sought to prove, by the aforesaid series of argu- 
ments, be the mere fact of the verb giving some sort of an idea of the 
Nominative and the Object,—then all your effort ıs absolutely super 
fuous, as we also admit of a cognition of these being brought about by 
the Verb, through the Bhavana 

In fact ıt ıs your theory that ıs contrary to popular notions Because 
what ıs got at by any other means, 1s never atiributed, by ordinary men, 
to the action of denotation, for instance, the form of the word, being 
cognised by the Hai, 1s never held to be denoted (by the word itself) 
{Hence inasmuch as the idea of the Nominative, etc 1s found to be got at 
through the Bhavana, people cannot attribute it to the denotative action 
of the word] 

The other fallacies, pertaining to the conclusion, could also be 
brought forward against the Vasyükarana, by putting for ward the various 
alternatives as to the denotation of word being based upon the letters 
themselves, or upon the sphota, or upon the class, etc ,—and also as to 
whether the denotable object consists of the potency of the word, or the 
substance, or the kérakas,—and lastly, by putting the question as to 
whethe. the denoted 18 different or non different from the denoiative 
word,—as we have explained before (ın the Çlokavörtoka) 

Then again against each inferential argument, we can bimg foi ward 
the following objections — 

I As regards the ‘ coextensiveness’ ui ged in the first argument, we 
ask,—ıs this coextensiveness (a) directly denoted or (b) indirectly indi- 
cated ? 

(a) As for its being directly denoted by the Verb, such cannot be 
admissible fo. eithe: of us “ Why so?” Well, because, for us all that 
the Verb denotes 1s the Bhavana, and for vou, the kāraka is nothing 
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mole than a mere potency, as it is only such words as ‘ Dévadatia’ and 
the like that denote substances, and not potencies, consequently, if the 
Affix would denote the köraka, it coul1 denote it only im the form of the 
potency, and ın that of the substance, as the substance 1s not the karaka, 
while for one, who holds the kdraka to be the substance, 14 would be neces- 
sary to admit the potency as its necessary qualification ,—as without 
potency, there can be no functioning of the substance Consequently, in 
accordance with the Akrtyadhiarana (I—1—30), the denotation must be 
accepted to be that of the potency (and not of the substance) , and as such 
no ‘coextensiveness’ with substance would ever be possible 

Nor do we find any word, mentioned along with the Verb, that could 
denote the potency,—and with which word there could be a directly denoted 
‘coextensiveness’ Because such a word could only be in the form ending 
with a case ending, while asa matter of fact, we find no such case ending 
in the case in question 

In the case of one who holds the kdraka to be a substance, that sub- 
stance, which, somehow or other, would be recognised as having the 
characte: of the köraka, would wholly lose its character, and would, 
therefore, pervade over all the kdrakas that there might be ın the sentence, 
—just like the Class (which pervades over all individuals) , and as such 
it could be spoken of as all these other körakas also Not can ıt be urged 
that “ the same would be the case, even if the denotation consisted ım the 
potency” Because when a number of potencies exist in a certain sub 
stance, each of these ıs expressed, or not expressed, in accordance with 
its appearance and disappearance (and hence m this case there would be 
no possibility of all of them being expressed all at once), while as for 
the substance itself, masmuch as it can be of one form only, there can be 
no ground for the exercising of any option with regard to ıt, and as such 
there could neve: be any chance of its being spoken of m any other way 
(and thus the objection urged above does not apply to our case) 

If words with the Conjugational and the Declensional Affixes be 
accepted as denoting substances, then, on account of their being connected 
with definite genders, etc they would have the character of ‘ Sativa’ 
(2e a,“ Bemg” or ‘Entity’ which is defined as that which is capable of a 
definite Gender, etc ),—just like the words with the dri affixes That is 
to say, Just as ın the case of the word ‘ Pücaka” (which is formed with a 
kit affix), we find that, masmuch as its denotation consists of the 
substance as the principal factor, we have the notion of its being an 
“Entuty, —so would we also have in the case of the words with Conjugy 
tional and Declentional affixes (if these also had the substunce as the 
principal factor m then denotation) Aud hence, just as we have such 
expressions as ‘ pücakam briths,’ ‘pacakéna kriam, “ pücaküya daha” etc , the 
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word “"pücaka” taking many other Zörakas (case-endings),—so also we 
would come to have in connettion with the sentence “ pacat: odanam’ (the 
word ‘pacaiz’ also takıng along with ıb all the köraka endings, which is 
an impossibility ) 

Consequently ın accordance with the theory of the denotation (of words 
with the two kinds of affixes) being that of the küraka with a certain 
potency, ıt must be admitted that the Conjugational and Declensional 
Affixes denote the factor of the potency alone, as abstracted (from the 
denotation of the whole word) 

And in that case, when the substance will have been taken up by one 
potency that will have appeared first, ıt could not, at the same time, be 
connected with any other potency And thus ıt becomes established that 
the Verb ‘pacat: ’ differs from the word with the krt affix, which has the 
substance for the principal factor in its denotation,—on account of the 
following facts (1) It s not capable of taking up more than one Karaka 
at a time (while the latter ıs), and (2) ıt is devoid of Gender and 
Number 

Thus then, ıt ıs proved that the duectly denoted ‘ Coextensiveness 
18 not possible for any of us 

(b) If, on the other hand, the ‘coextensiveness,’ upon which your 
premısses are based, be one that ıs mmdirectly wndzcated, o1 without any 
qualifications,—then inasmuch as even im the case of such expressions as 
‘the hon of the boy ’ we find such a ‘ coextensiveness,’ though that does not 
make the word ‘lion’ directly denotative of the Boy,—the ‘ coextensive- 
ness’ could not be accepted as invauiably concomitant with ‘denotative- 
ness’, and thus your premiss would be ‘too wide’ 

Then again, even in the case of the directly denoted ‘ coextensive 
ness,’ we would ask—what do you mean by this ‘coextensiveness’? It 
means ‘sameness of substrate’, and this must mean ‘sameness of 
denotation’, as in no othe: way could the denotation be the sub 
strate of the word, as in reality, the word can have no substrate 
(according to the Mimdnsaka) , or, even if it has, it can have only the 
Akéga for 1ts substrate (according to the Nazyayzka and others) As for 
the denotation, 1b 18 spoken of as the ‘substrate’ (of the word), because 
it 18 cognised as its object And this (‘substrateness’) also will have to 
be quahfied by the epithet ‘primary,’ with a view to preclude such 
indirect significations of it as indication and the hke And thus the word 

*coextensiveness ” (‘ Samanidhikaranya’) comes to signify ‘the fact of 
the diractiy-denoled substrate hang the same, which means that the 
“ object ” or ‘ denotation ’ as the same 

Fo: these reasons your argument comes to mean this “The word 

pacaty’ is denotative of the Nominative Dévadatta,—because ıt 18 synony- 
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mous with the word ‘ Dévadatia,—1e because ıt denotes Devadatta ” , 
and this reasoning would be exactly lıke-— Sound 1s transient, because it 
is transient,’—the premisses being contained in the conclusion (thus m- 
volving the fallacy of Begging the Question, Petttio Princips) 

(c) In accordance with the TadbAztadhikarasa (I—1—25), and the 
Adhikarana at the close of Adhyaya VI,—we can raise the question as to 
whether the “coextensıveness” meant is that of the two words (‘ Deva- 
datta’ and ‘ pacat:”), or that of then denotations,—at the time of the 
actual utterance (of the sentence ‘ Dévadattah pacat:’), and then we can 
show that neither of these alternatives being possible, the premiss becomes 
absolutely uncertain (or impossible) , and also that, the words m question 
not being different ın character from the words ‘ Go,’ ‘ Agra,’ ete the 
premiss would be too “ wide ’ 

(d) Then again, by the same reasons that have been shown above, ın 
connection with the mferences brought forwaid against those of the 
opponent, ıt can be shown that ‘ coextensiyeness’ in the primary form 18 
impossible , and this also would make your premisses absolutely uncertain 

11 Then again, we may show your reasoning to be subject to 
another fallacy,—that of having counter-arguments to the contrary 
(which shake its validity ) 

III As regards yoni Instance also,—(g) if it be taken as cited with 
regard to the denotation of the potency, then ıt becomes mapplicable to 
the Major Piemiss (of your syllogism) , because the words ‘ pacaka’ and 
the rest (that have been cited as instances) do not pertain to any potency, 
they peitain to those possessed of the potencies, because they are incapable 
of being connected with any othe. potencies,—as we have already 
explained above 

(b) If the words ‘pacaka, etc’ pertained to potencres, then, the 
instance would not be applicable to your Middle Term,—yust as has been 
found to be the case with ‘ coextensiveness ’ in its primary form 

(c) If the case of the word ‘pacate? were simular to that of the word 
“ pücaka, ete’ then, like these latter, ıt could not denote the potency that 
forms the principal factor, and hence your argument would prove quite 
the contrary of the particular property (m the word) that you seek to 
prove 

IY And further, masmuch as the directly-denoted ‘ coextensiveness’ 
18 umpossible, while the indireetly-indicated is found to exist ım the case 
of non denotative words (eg in ‘lion of the boy ’),—your argument would 
be ‘contrary’ (to what 1s sought to be proved) Specially as we have 
shown, unde: Sutras I~[V—23 and IJI]—u—H1, that there 1s no denota- 
tive potency eithe: in the case of indication, or in that of secondary 
signification 
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Thus then ıt cannot be said that your argument ıs unchallengeable 

The fallacies shown above, ın connection with yoni first argument, 
may be shown to relate to your other arguments also 

(a) For instance, with regaid to your tard argument, it may be 
shown that, the taking up (by the Verb) of the Number (of the Nomina 
tive) ıs not possible, in connection with the potency (in which the Karaka 
consists) That 1s to say, no one accepts the number as belonging to the 
Kü:akas which have been shown to consist of certain potencies, as 
numbers always belong to substances (and not to potencies) If then, it be 
held that the Verb would be denotative of that substance whose number 
ıt would take up,—then there would be a contradiction of what has been 
admitted before, as there ıs no Vazyakarana who admits of the fact of 
the Verb bemg denotative of a substance 

(b) If then, the ‘taking up of the number’ be meant to be that of 
the number belonging to that which is andocafed by the Noun, either by 
an imposition of identity, or by the process of secondary signification ,— 
and as such, your premiss be one that is to be taken in its secondary 
signification,—then, masmuch as such would be the case with the 
words ‘lion’ and “boy” also,—as we have such expressions as ‘Semho 
Denadatiah, " Sumhaw Dévadattayajfiadattau, and ‘ Simha Dévadattayajia 
dattavsnumiérah,’— you. premiss would become too ‘ wide’ 

(c) In the case of the word ‘pacakah,’ (that has been cited as an 
instance ın support of this argument also), we find that that part of ıt 
which denotes the nomnateve of ‘pacate’ (ve the basic noun), does not 
take the varyıng numbers of the noun (‘ Dévadatta’), as does the affix 
(and not the basic word) that signifies the Simha And thus your 
instance does not apply to your Middle Term 

(d) And that part of the word which does take up the varying num 
bers,—7z e the Affix,—is not found to be denotative of the Nominative , 
and thus, ın this case, the mstance ıs mapplicable to the Major Term 

(e) For these reasons, 1b is necessary that a certain word with the 
mstrumental ending should be cited as the corroborative instance of your 
syllogism But this too would be open to all the objections that have 
been urged above, against ‘ Coextensiveness’, and so this too could not 
serve your purpose 

(f) There ıs yet another ‘ uncertamty’ attaching to your aigument 
As a matter of fact, we find that though the word “ Qo” does not denote 
the substance (but the class), yet 1b takes up the varying numbers of the 
substance (as we find in the words ‘Gauh, ‘Gdavau’ and “ Gütah”) (And 
this shows that if a word take up the varying numbers of a certain sub- 
stance, ıt 1s not necessary that ıt should be denotative of that substance , 
as you seek to prove by means of yom syllogism] If yon retort by saymg 
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that the instance (of the word ‘ Go’) that we have cited does not go against 
your argument,—then (with a view to convince you) we shall explain to 
you the whole of the Akrtyadhtharana (I—11—30) ,—wherem we hav 
found that the Bhashya has raised the question—which ones of the various 
reasons are capable of rejecting the Inference >—and in answer to this 
it has brought fo: ward the presence of counte: arguments,—and thereby 
having shown the opponent’s argument to be uncertain, it his come to ifs 
own conclusion, in the words ‘just as the word in the denotation of the 
Clasə, ete etc 

The fourth syllogism that you have biought forward is that based 
upon the fact of the Nommative and other affixes dropping off on account 
of their being denoted (by the Verb)— (a) And if vhat is meant by 
the ‘dropping off of affixes’ be the dropping off of all affizes, then 1t is 
not true (as regards the sentence in question ‘ Dévadattah pacati’), 
because the Nominative affix that we find (ın ‘ Dévadattah’) ıs a Denoted 
Karaka-Afix (b) If, however, the ‘dropping off’ meant be that of any 
Affix, then, inasmuch as there is such dropping off of those affixes that 
serve the purposes of mere denial, and yet these are not denotative—the 
piemiss would be too wide And we find that, on account of the exclusion 
ın the Sutra ‘ubhayap:aptau karmanı” (Panini 11—in—66) the Genitive 
pertamıng to the Objective does not denote the Nominative—though 
it does biing about the dropping off of Nominative-Genitive Hndings, 
that are connected with the actzon denotcd by the word with the krt afiz 
[and thus the mere ‘ dropping off of affixes’ cannot serve as the reason 
for denotability of the Nominative] 

It has been argued above that (in the sentence ‘pacat, Döpadattah” 
and Devadutiena pacyaté odaunah) we would have those Accusative and 
Instrumental Endings that are laid down as appearing in the case of non 
denotation (of the Objective, ete by the Verb) But this 1s not possible, 
because as a matte: of fact, we know that wherever an affix appears, it 
does so with the purpose of bimging abont an idea, either of Number on 
of the Karaka, while in the case ın question, we find that both of these 
(the Number and the Nominative) are fally estiblished by the Bhavana 
and the Declensional affix 

That is to say, ın the sentence “pacaf: Dévadatiak,’ the Nommatıve 
13 found to be signified by the Bhārvanā, and as for the Number, it 18 
signified by the verbil Conyngational Affixes, and what is then left un- 
expressed, for the sahe of which we could have another Affix? 

Question “When, as a matter of fact, there 1s quite a group of 
“ Karakas (in the sentence under question), how is it that the Bhavana 
“ should indicate only the Nonunative character of Devadatta, and not the 
““ character of any other kã aka?” 

170 
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Some people explam thus “Thisis due to the peculiar cap bility 
“in ‘ Devadatta, whereby he 1s recogmsed as the Nominative That is 
“ to say, he 1s capıble of being the Nommative of ‘cooking, and not of 
“ bemg its Objective or Instrumental, or any other kdraka And the 
“ Verb ıs never related to anything that 1s not a ka@aka, and it is for this 
“reason that it is his Nominative character that ıs taken up ” 

But this explanation would not apply to the case of the sentence 
“küsthün pacavt.’, because the ‘fuels’ are ‘ capable,’ not of the Nomina 
tive character, but of the Instrumentil, as is well known [And hence 
the Nominative ending in ‘ kasthan?’ would not be justified on the afore 
said ground | 

The following might be urged in favour of the aforesaid explanation — 
“Tn the sentence ‘kästhānı pacant?” the kastha (fuel) ıs not indicated 
“ (by the Bhavana) to be the Nommatıve agent, (of the cooking), but as 
“ the Instrumental, the said ground of ‘capability’, and this instrument 
“alty beng mndicated by the Bhavand, the verbal affix (ın ‘ pacante’) would 
“ signify the Number (plural) of that Instiument, and hence, (just as in 
“the case of the sentence “ Dévadatiak pacat.’), the Nominative character 
‘of ‘ Dévadattah’ does not bring im its specific case-ending (that of the 
€ Nominative-Instrumental, in the form of ‘ Dévadatiéna’),—so m the same 

manner, the Instrumentality of the ‘ Fuel’ also does not bring in its own 
“case ending (that of the Instrumental) [and the reason for this is that 
“the effect, ın the shape of the indication of the number of the Ka: aka, 
‘has been already brought about, just lhe the Nominative, by the 
‘ Bhavana and the Verbal Afiw] In the same manner, in the sentence 
‘* sth@lz pacat:, the containing character of the sthal. (cooking pot) does 

not bring in the Locative ending, mm the sentence ‘ tandula@h pacantıy the 
‘objective character of the ‘Rice’ does not bring in the Accusative 
“ending, ın the sentence ‘ Kugilak pacati,’ the character of the ‘ Kugila’ 
‘(granary) of being the source from which the rice 1s got, does not bring 
“ın the Ablative ending, and in the sentence ‘Brahmanah pacaytz,’ the 
‘fact of the Bruhmanas being the recipients of the cooked ice does not 
‘bring in the Dative ending Inall these cases, it is only the capabilety that 

serves as the reason for the appearance of the particular case-endings ” 

But this is by no means possible , because in all the sentences cited, 
all men recognise the nouns as Nomınatıves 

Says the upholde: of the explanation ın question “In the sentences 
“eited, there ıs no cognition of the Nominative, the cogmtion that we 
“ have 1s of the various kdrakas (the Objective, etc ), but this appears to 
“ be the cognition of the Nominative, because, on account of the persist- 
“ing idea of the well-known characte: of the Nominative signified by the 
‘Verbal Affix, there is an idea of all the nouns ın question being co- 
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‘ extensive with the said Nommative But when one comes to carefully 
“ look into the matter, he can fully distinguish the presence of the several 
“k@iakas For mstance, even m a case where the ‘cooking vessel’ 18 cog 

‘ nised as the Nommative (as in the sentence ‘sthal: pacatv’),—the func- 
“tioning of the vessel towards the cooking 1s 12 no other way save in that 
“of contaimng the rice cooked That is to say, that function, which 
‘it performs while serving as the contazner of the 11¢e, is exactly the 

same which it performs while it is cognised as the Nominative And 
‘hence ıt ıs far more reasonable to accept ıt as simply spoken of as 
“ Nominative, while it really set ves the purposes of the contazne: 

“When, however, the Nominative is denoted by the Lakāras (the 
“ conyugatıonal forms),—ınasmuch as these forms do not appear ım 
‘connection with the Container (Adhakarana), etc ,—and hence no ‘co 
“ exlensıveness” (of these with the Nominative) would be possible in 
“ this case,—and as the Verbal Affix would not donote the Number (per 
“taining to the sthali),—one would necessarily expect the appearance of 
“ the Locatwe ending, ete , and hence it will have to be admutted that ıt 
“is only with a view to explain the actual presence of the Nominative 
“ending (in ‘sthalz’), that we speak of the Container and the rest as 
“having the character of the Nommative, signified by the verbal affix 
“When, however, the Nommative is not denoted by the conjugational 
‘ forms, that which 1s meant to be spoken of as being related to the 
“number signified by the Verbal Affix would be duly cognised, even if it 
“did not bring in its special case-ending , because it will have obtained 
“its result, and the Ending is only one such result, while the other 
€ kürakas (1e those that are not meant to be spoken of as connected with 
“the said number) would certainly bring m their respective case endings 

€ Objection ‘If such be the case, then, masmuch as all the kdrakas 
“would be indicatable by the Bhavana, and equally capable of being 
“related to the number (denoted hy the Verbal Affix), there could never 
“be an appearance of the Accusative and other case-endings’ 

“Reply This objection does not apply to the case in question, 
“because, though the körakas, beng indicated, in their forms, by the 
Bhavana, could not bring about their respective case-endings for that 
“ same purpose (of indicating those fo1ms),—yet the number signified by 
“the Verbal Affix becomes fully utilised by being connected with any one 
“ of the said karakas, and hence for the sake of the other numbers (1¢ 
“those belonging to the other kd:akas), ıt would be necessary to make 
“ use of the other case endings 

“Objection ‘That number alone, which is signified by the Verbal 
“ Affix, would be equally related to all the Kārakas (and hence the use 
“ of no case endings would be necessary) ’ 


$ 
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“ Reply How could that number, being one only, be related to all} 
‘If it did become connected with all of them, different numbers would 
have to appear (ın regard to each Karaka) As for the possibility of 
“ the various numbers being optional alternatives,—we accept it as nothing 
‘ undesirable for us Because even this option would be limited by 
“ictual usage, and the assumption could not be carried on just as one 
might happen to wish at the time of using the word Consequently, ıt 
must be admitted that ıt is the word that has been used, at the very 
‘outset, with the Nominative case-ending, which is meant to be spoken of 
as connected with the Number denoted by the Verbal Affix, and hence 
‘the other words would stand ın need of the case endings belonging to 
‘ the several Karakas 
“Objection ‘But in a case where the numbe: denoted by the Verbal 
Affix ıs the Plural, inasmuch as there would be enough numbers to be 
‘connected with every one of the Karakas,—theie would be no necessity, 
“ın this case of the case endings pertaming to these Karakas’ 

“ Reply This also is quite acceptable to us,—ın a case where all 
‘the Karakas are spoken of as equally related (to the Verb), as im the 
‘case of the sentence “ Kästhādımı pacantz’ (where every one of the 
““ Küsthadı” is similarly related to the action of cooking) When however, 
“the Verbal Affix denotes the Plural Number pertaining to the Nomi- 

native only,—while the other Kürakas are duectly spoken of as mere 

subsidiai1es,—then, masmuch as, on account of the fact of the Nom- 
“ native being the first to be mentioned, and also of its bemg the predomi- 
“ nant factor, the Numbet would be connected with the Nominative,—and 
‘as there would be no reason for passing over this Nominative, —the 
“ Number could not betake itself to the other Karakas, consequently it 
“ becomes wholly swallowed up im the Nominative , and as for the Num 
“ bers of the Karakas, they are expressed by their own respective case 
‘endings 

“Objection ‘If such be the case, then ın all cases, the Number 
“ denoted by the Verbal Affix would never pass over the Nominative, and 
“ im that case, how could we have the exprcssion Sthali pacat: (where we 
“ find the Number signified by the Verbal Affix betaking itself to the 
“ Oontazner (of the Rice) ?’ 

“In reply to the above, we put the question —Which of the following 
two alternatives ıs more reasonable to accept,—whether that the Num 
“ber (denoted by the Verbal Afhx in Sthal, pacaft”), fo. some reason or 
“ other, passes over the Nominative, and betakes itself to the Coniazner ? 

or that the expression actually speaks of the ‘Sthāh’ itself as having 
“the character of the Nominative, which 1s, by itself capable of bemg 
“related to the said number ? 
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“There can be no question as to the latter alternative being the more 
reasonable of the two,—namely, that the ‘ Sih@li* is meant to be spoken 
“of as possessing the character of the Nominative. Because we do not 
find any reason, by which the principal factor (the Nominative) should 
“ be passed over (by the Number in question); and as for the Nominative 
~ character being meant by any person to be expressed, there can be 
“ nothing objectionable in that. As a matter of fact, we find that where- 
“ ever two meanings are possible, it is only right that we should desire 
‘the one or the other to be conveyed by the word; and in the case in 
‘question, we find that, all the Karakus are endowed with the character of 
“the Nominative, with regard to their own respective functions; specially 
“as the diversity of the Kdrakas, with regard to the principal Verb, 
“could not be possible, if they were wholly devoid of the Nominative 
‘character, in regard to their own respective functions. Consequently, 
“itis only right that this Nominative character should be accepted as 
"that which is desired to be spoken of (by means of the word ‘ $thalz’) ; 
“and as such the Verb (‘ pacati’) cannot be taken as denoting the num- 
‘bers pertaining to the other Kdrakus. 

“Thus then, the same reason would also apply to the case where the 
“Verbal Affix denotes the number of the Objective (e.g. in the sentence 
“t fandulak pacyaté’) [i.e. in this the Rice is endowed with the character 
“of the Nominative]. But the same reason does not apply to the other 
“ Karakas (besides the Objective and the Nominative); and as such there 
“is a distinct limit to the application of the said reasoning. 

“And thus, the ‘anabhihita’-rules would be explained as follows:— 
“* When we have the singleness, duality or plurality, of the Objective not 
“mentioned, (then we have the Accusative Ending), ete., ete., ete.’ The 
“qualification ‘not-expressed’ (‘ axabhihita’) could rightly be applied to 
‘that alone with reference to which we find the case-endings laid down; 
“and it cannot be applied to the qualification of this latter. Becanse no 
qualifications could apply to that which is the subordinate factor (i.e. 
“the Karakas). As a matter of fact we find that ‘singleness? and the 
‘rest are what are qucified. and ss such, being the predominant factor, 
“cannot brook the connection of any other qualification. It is for this 
‘reason that we have a declaration, in connection with compounds, to the 
“ effect that—‘even if the Primary factor be wanting in certain elements, 
“it can form a compound.’ Consequently the silira ‘anabhihité’ (Püninü 
“11—11— İ) must be explained as ‘when the singleness, ete. are not 
* aentained.’ 7 

But in accordance with this interpretation, we weuld have the 
Accusative Ending in both words, in the expression * Ertek katah’; as in 
both of them we have the singleness of the Objective ' uot-expressed. It 
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might be argued that masmuch as the singleness is expressed by the 
Nominative Ending, there could be no Accusative Ending (‘ non-expres 
sion’ being the necess ry condition for the appearance of this latter) But 
this 1s scarcely correct, because the possibility of the appearance of the 
Accusative Ending precedes that of the Nominative 

Then again, in the sentence “ Kafam karote bhismamuadram dargani 
yam, the number of the Objective having been ‘expressed’ by the Accu 
sative Ending in ‘Katam, we could not have that ending in the other 
words (‘ Bhisma’ etc ) 

Objection “The same might be urged against one who holds that 
“the Accusative and othe: endings denote the objective, ete (because in 
“ that case also, as the objective character will have been expressed by the 
“ Accusative ın ‘katam, the same affix could not appear in connection 
€ with the other words) ” 

Reply “Not so, because he takes ‘anabhihité’ as a preclusive süha, 
meaning that ‘when the objective etc are not expressed by Verbal Affzes, 
or Nominal Affixes, or Compounds’, and in the case in question the Accusa 
tive in “ Katam’ is not included ın any of these three , and as such the 
objective character expressed by ıt could not preclude itself from the 
other words 

Objection “For me also, the sūtra woald seve the purposes of the 
“said preclusion ” 

Reply This could have been possible, if the number were denotable 
by the Art and other affixes also (ze the affixes other than the Verbal 
and the Nominal) Asa mutter of fact, however, we do not find any such 
Adüxes, either laid down to be expressive of the number, or actually 
expressing it, ın any sentence Consequently it ıs the Verbal conjuga 
tional Affix only that can be accepted to be expressive of nwmber (the Nom 
nal Affixes and Compounds not expressing the Number by themselves) 
As for the Objective, etc, on the other hand, they are expressed by all 
(2e the Verbal Affix, the Nominal and Krt Affixes, etc, etc), and this 
constitutes a great difference between the denotation of Number and that 
of the Oljecizve, ete And hence it ıs quite possible for the Accusative 
Ending to appear ın connection with such (kri) words as ‘ krta, ‘pdacaka,’ 
and the ke Consequently another explanation must be given (in regard 
pai ticularly to the sentence ‘ krtah katah’) 

And the only explan tion that 1s possible is as follows — 

İn the sentence ‘kriak katak’ also, the Objective character 1s expressed 
by the ‘kta’ affix (ın ‘krtah’), and on this character having been ex 
pressed, the mere Number could not bring in the Accusative Ending (in 
katak’) (and hence there could not be any Accusative Ending in the 
sentence | 
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For one for whom the Karakas, the Objective, and the rest, are denoted 
(by the Verbal Affix),—as also for him who regards the singleness, etc 
as qualified by these (Objective, etc ) to be denoted by ıt,—the fact of 
being “ not-expressed ” (‘anabhihita’) must be taken as quahfymg the 
Objective and the other Karakas, the meaning of the söfras } Ling—that 
‘when the Objective is not-expressed we have the Accusative,’ or that‘ we 
have the Accusative Ending in connection with the singlenest, etc that 
reside in the Objective that is not expressed ’ 

Though the Objective and other Kdrakas are the subordinate factors, 
yet they become connected with qualifications It is only when the 
subordinate facto. forms part of a compound that ıt does not remain 
capable of any relationship with words outside the compound; when, 
however, it appears as a distinct part of the sentence,—as in the sentence 
“Rddhasya vüyhah purusak’—we do find the subordinate ‘ Raya’ being 
actually related to the qualification ‘Rddha’ (Rich), This is what 
would constitute the difference between a compound and a sentence, As 
for the Objective, etc we find them appearing ın sentences, and hence 
even though they be the subordinate factors, yet they are capable of 
bemg qualified by the conditional “not-expressed” with regard to their 
own respective case-endings 

Oljeciton “If such be the case, then, ın the sentence ‘ pacati Déva- 
“ datiak,’ we should have the Instrnmental-Nominative ending for the 
“ expression of the Number of the Nominative, which is not-ezpressed It 
“cannot be a:gned that, ‘on account of the Number having been already 
“included in the denotation (of the word ‘ pacaiz’), ıt would not be neces- 
‘sary to have the Instrumental ending’ Because this reasoning would 
“not be compatible with the case of the words ‘ bhismam,’ ete (an the 
“sentence “ Kutankaroit bhismamudür am, etc”), where it has been shown 
“that even though the Objective has been sigmfied by the Accusative in 
“‘katam,’ yet we have it also along with the other words (‘bhismam’ 
“and the sest) Ifthe Instrumental Ending would not appear, for the 
‘meie reason of the İnstrumentahty having been already indicated, 
‘then, inasmuch as the Number signified by the Nommative Endmg 
‘would also have been already indicated, there should be no appear- 
“ance of the Nominative Ending It might be argued that “the Nom- 
‘native Ending would appear, simply because the mere basic Noun 
“could not be used by 1tself (withont a case-ending).” But this could not 
“€ be, because ın that case what we would have would be the In- 
‘strumenal-Nominative, which is the case-ending laid down as per- 
“taining to the Nominative agent,—and not the mere Nominative End- 
“6 ing.” 

Reply The anomaly that you have brought forward 13 not through 
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any Reasonings, but through Verbal authority , and a Reasoning that is 
contradictory to Verbal authority is not capable of domg anything 

For these reasons the word ‘ anabhihitë’ (an the sūtra, Pāniım T—an — 
1) must be taken ın its secondary sense, indicating the fact of not being cog 
mised ın a part cular form Thus then, in the words ‘ pacatz’ and ‘ pacyaté,’ 
we find that, on account of thei paying special regard to the relationship 
of Number, we do cognise the Nominative and the Objective respectively, 
in their particular forms and as such they do not take these case endings 
—the Instrumental-Nominative ın the case of the former word, and that of 
the Objective ın that of the latte: (as both these characters have been 
found to be ‘expressed’) As for the other K@rukus however they are 
never cognised in the aforesaid particular form , and as such they always 
bring up their resp: clave case endings 

We have alreidy expressed before how, though all are equally 
‘ Karakas,’ yet the Bhavana (denoted by a Verh) indicates only two of 
them, the Nominative and the Objective, and the Number too (that 1s 
denoted by the Verbal Affix) ıs 1clated to these only (and not to the 
others) 

It has been argued above that—‘ in the case of such Impersonal forms 
“as—‘néha bhugyaté,’ ‘néha pacyaté,—we find that all that is denoted 
“by the Verbs is the mere action of ‘eating or ‘cooking, and there is no 
“indication of the Nominative or the Objective, and as such the Root 
“meaning and the Bhavana cannot be accepted to be variably concom1 
“tant with these (1e the Nominative and the Objective), and as such 
“the Bhavana cannot be regarded as necessarily indicative of them ” 

To this we make the tollowing reply Inasmuch as this non concoma- 
tance (that you bring forwird) rests upon the word, it applies as much to 
our theory (of the Nominative being :ndicated by the Bhavana) as to that 
of its bemg directly denoted (by the Verbal Affix), because the non con- 
comitance of the Denotative is as undesirible as that of the Indicative 
That 1s to say, you have shown that ın the case of Impersonal forms the 
Verb 1s found to be non concomitant (with the Noman itive and the Objec- 
vive), and from this you have argued that it cannot be indicative of these 
latter But, masmuch as the word (Veio) does not denote the Objective 
we would not have any de wt itiveness in the case of the sentence ‘ odanah 
pucyaté’ Even though non-concomitant, if the Verb, in this laiter case 
were yet to perform the denotat-ve function, by being aided by some othe: 
agency,—then fo: us also, ib could similarly perform the function ot 
indicating the same thing And hence, jast as for the Vayda] arana, the 
denotativeness of the Verb ıs cognised through such agencies—as the Trau- 
sitive and Intransitrve Verb, the presence of intermediate affixes othe: 
than ‘cyan, and certain particulaa prefixes,—so would also rts az, lecative 
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mess (as held by us), and hence the above taunt could not be reasonably 
directed against us 

Otherwise, we find that the particle ‘ tē’ (that we find in ‘ pacyaté’) 
1s found im all the three forms of Verbs—the Active, the Passive and 
the Impersonal, (eg ‘édhaté,’ ‘pacyaté,’ and ‘ bhuyaté’), and as for 
the particle ‘ yat2,’ that too ıs common to all such forms, as that caused 
by the Intermediate affix ‘cyan’ (‘mrsyaté’), that due to the “Yak” 
affix of the Atmanépada (‘kandiyate’), the “kyün” affix (krgndyaté) , con 
sequently, the signification of the Nominative would be extremely doubt 
ful, if ıt were to be denoted by the Verb 

For these 1easons, both the theories, yours as well as mine, coula pe 
equally justified only in the way in which the denial of Concomitance and 
Non-concomıtance has been refuted before, under the Tadbhittadhskarana 
(I—1—25) But ın view of various other reasons shown above, adherence 
should be accorded to the theory that the Nominative is indicated (by the 


Bhavana) 
Or, we may take the word ‘ anabhahiié’ in its direct denotative sense 
Questicn € But, in that case, why should not we have the Instiu- 


mental (Nominative) in the sentence ‘ pacat: Devadattah”?” 

Answer Simply because its appearance has been negatived (2e 
precluded by the condition of being not expressed) 

Questzon “How has it been precluded ? ” 

Answer It has been precluded by the fact of the Nominative having 
been expressed by the Verbal Affix 

Question “As you now admit the fact of the Nominative bemg 
“denoted by the Verb,—wherefore should you have taken all the trouble 
“you have, to show that 1t 1s not so denoted ”” 

Answer We did that for the sake of (with reference to) ordinary 
parlance of the world, and for the Veda,—and not for grammatical 
purposes 

Queston “Are the purposes of grammar something different from 
those of ordmary hfe and the Veda ? ” 

Answer Certainly, for mstance, such technical words as “ VrddAr” 
and ‘Guna’ are not found, either ın ordinary parlance or ın the Veda, to 
denote Gt-arc and at zñ respectively 

Question “To may be possible for such technical names and postu- 
“lates as you have cited to be something unconnected with ordinary 
“parlance, but that cannot be said of the significations of Basic words 
“and Affixes, because these latter that are used ın giammar, are not 
“wholly apart from ordinary parlance and the Veda” 

Answer How can you say that no such are used, when we find such 
assertions as ‘ Lak karmam ca, etc” (Panini), where we meet with the 
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word ‘ Dah’ used as signifying the Nommative and the Objective, while 
there ıs no such word either ın ordinary parlance or in the Veda 

Objection “Itis only natural that the word ‘Za’ should be used for 
“ the ‘ ladécas ”—the substitutes for ‘la, +e the affixes ‘tıp’ and the rest, 
“as it is a general role that the attııbuting of a certain meaning to the 
“original (2e ‘la’) is always for the sake of the substitute ” 

Reply This is scarcely admissible, (1) because ın that case by 
taking the letter as signifying the substitutes, we have recourse to the 
indirect process of Indication , (2) andıt could be only an indirect Indica- 
tiveness that would pertain to the substitutes through the original That 
18 to say, though the word we hear 1s only ‘la, yet, we would take ıt as 
signifying the substitutes, and this would involve a reyeotion of Direct 
Denotation Then if the Objective and the rest also be said to form the 
denotations of the letter ‘Ja,’ then, masmuch as they are not actually 
denoted by ıt, they could not be recogmsed as so expressed, until the 
substitutes had been brought im And yet, all this would be quite contrary 
to 1eason Thus then, 1t being absolutely necessary to assume a cer- 
tain unreasonable fact, ıt would be far better to assume that ‘la 18 the 
conventional technical name for the Nominative and the Objective, 
because what should be admitted as denotative of something with which 
it 18 invariably concomitant, for while in the condition of mere ‘la’ it 
could not denote anything, unless such denotativeness were conventionally 
and technically attmbuted to ıt And thus when we come to consider the 
question,—as to whether the attributmg of the particular signification 
to the letter ‘Ja,’ by the sūtra ‘luk karmam, etc, ıs done through the 
substitutes (‘ tıp, etc’), for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, or 
only for the sake of certain technical uses to which the name might be 
put in the grammatical works themselves,—we find that we can accept -t 
as bemg for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, only if ıt could 
be shown, by prope: reasoning, that even ım such parlance and the 
Veda, the Nominative and the Objective are actually denoted by the 
Verbal Affixes, and if this cannot be shown, then it must be 1egarded as 
being meant only as a technical nomenclature adopted for use in gram- 
matical works alone We have already shown above that the name in 
question does not serve any purpose ın connection with ordinary parlance 
and the Veda, and hence ıt must be admitted that ıt is only meant for 
use in grammatical works Thus then, the sense of the sūtra (‘lak 
karı manı, etc”) comes to be this ‘For me, Panu, the Nominative and 
the Objective should be taken as denoted by the letter la’ 

Question “What is the use of this nomenclature, when it 1s not 
utilised in ordinary parlance and the Veda?” 

Answer Though it is not utilised in these, yet ıt does serve many 
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useful purposes ın grammar itself For ınstance, unless the Nominative 
and the Objective were accepted as to be denoted by the term “İc, we 
could not have the preclusion of the case endings relatmg to these, by 
means of the conditional sutra ‘ anabhihite’ 

Thus then, even though the Nominative and the Objective are not 
actually denoted by the Verbal Affix, yet, inasmuch as in grammar itself, 
they are technically admitted to be so denoted, the case-endings, whose 
appearance ıs conditioned by the Nominative and the Objective being ‘not 
expressed,’ could not come ım And thus we have shown that there is no 
chance of the appearance of other K@raka-affixes (z e of the İnstrumental, 
ın the expression ‘ pucatı Dévadattah ’) 


Now, there remains the fifth syllogism brought forward by the Oppo 
nent—viz “The Verbal Affixes are denotative of the Nominative and the 
Objective, because they signify their particular qualifications’’ But this 
reasoning 1s found to be too wide, in view of such words as ‘ çonçapü ” and 
the hke Because, we find that the word “çınçapd "is not denotative of 
the classes, ‘tree,’ ‘earthy,’ ‘ substance,’ ‘ entity,’ ‘ cognisable,’ and ‘ know 
able, —though it is found to denote a pirticular phase of these, the class 
“çınçapü” And just as in this case (1) we find that the denotation of 
the particular 1s not inconsistent with the non-denotation of the general, 
—(2) and as ın the case of the Eye we find that ıts non perceptiveness of 
the generic fact of ‘Impermanence,’ 1s not inconsistent with its percep 
tion of Colowr,—aud (3) as according to you also, though the Verbal Affix 
does not denote the generic element of ‘substance,’ yet ıt denotes a particu 
lar phase of ıt, ın the shape of the ‘ Nominative character, —so exactly, 
ın the same manner, even without the denotation of the Nominative itself 
(by the word ‘ pacafı ”) there would be nothing incongruous in the denota- 
tion of its particular qualification (in the shape of Number) 

As for the argument that—‘ that which is indirectly mdicated cannot 
be connected with any qualifications, and hence from the fact of the 
Nominative bearing certain distinct relationships, we must conclude that 
it is directly denoted,” —thıs must be rejected at once, simply because 
we find both of these facts actually occurring in experience, as shown 
under the Akriyadhikarana (I—1u—30) and the Arunadhikarana (III— 
—12) Then again, your argument becomes too wide, ın view of such 
sentences as ‘ Madhuro rasah smgdhak çıto gurugea’ In this sentence we 
find that the ‘sweet taste’ being a property, and as such incapable of 
bemg related to other pioperties of ‘snzgdha’ (soft) and the rest,—at 18 
the sweet object indicated by the words ‘ Madhuro rasah’ that is regarded 
as related to these properties, and certainly the word ‘ rasak’ can never 
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denote the substance directly Similarly, too, we often come across such 
sentences as ‘ Agasahasréna nagaram mushitam’ (‘The city was sacked 
by a thousand horses’), wherein what are connected with the action 
of ‘sacking’ are not the ‘horses,’ but the riders indicated by the word 
‘horse’ The mere fact of a certain particular indicated object not bemg 
connected with qualifications,—as in the case of Smoke, ör in that of 
Qolour,—cannot justify the assertion that such would be the case every 
where 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Nomimative ıs not derectly 
denoted by the Verbal Affix 

And thus, inasmuch as (in the sentence ‘ nänrtam vadét’) the Nom 
native would not be directly denoted by the Verb, the connection of the 
Human Agent with the ‘telling of hes” would not be directly expressed by 
the sente ice, and as such there would be no Direct Decliration to set 
aside the indications of the Context, to the effect that the Prohibition of 
‘telling hes” pertains to the Sacrifice—the Darga-Purnamiasa 

There has been another argument to the effect that ıf the Prohibi- 
tion contained ın the sentence pertamed to the sacrifice, then, masmuch 
as ıt would have been laid down by means of the one Collective İmyünc 
tion of the Darga-Purmanisa, a separate Injunction for its sake (ın the 
shape of the sentence ‘nānrtam vadét’) would be wholly useless 

To ths argument we make the following reply So long as the 
‘telling of hes” has not been touched by the Injunction, there is no use 
for ıb, and ın the absence of such use, the Root meaning (of the word 
“oadet”) would not be recognized as belonging to the sacrifice Thats to 
say, a Root meaning, devoid of the Injunction becomes itself the object to 
be accomplished, and thus, not bemg of any use to any other result (such 
as the Apiiva of a sacrifice), it could not be taken up by the Procedure 
of the Darce Parnamasa, and not bemg taken up by this, it could not be 
included in the Collective Injunction of those sacrifices 

Thus then, if must be admitted that the distinct Injunction serves 
in the first instance, to point out, either directly or indirectly, the fact of 
the ‘Prohibition’ bemg of use to the human agent, and then, having 
recourse to the instrumentality of that which is denoted by the verbal 
Root,—and thus standing ın need of something apart from that, as the 
object to be accomphshed —ıt comes to be recognized as related to the 
Dorça Pu: namdsa sacrifices, which are mentioned in close proximity to the 
sentence in question, and as subsidiary to these Otherwise there veuld 
be a mutual inter dependence the subsidiary character being based upon 
the Injunction, and the Injunction upon the subsidiary character And 
thus we find that the Injunction of the subsidiary (Prohkabetion of telling 
lees) serves a distinctly useful purpose 
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Thus then, the various factors of the Injunction ( “nönrtam vadét’) 
come to mean as follows — 

(1) The word “vadef ” means that ‘a certain help should be accorded to 
the Darça-Pürnamüsa sacrifices by means of “ telling or speaking’ (2) The 
force of the word ‘ anria’ imphes—‘ that which is to be done by speaking 
should be done by false apeahıng9” (8) The presence of the negative 
(‘na’) signifies—‘ that the help should be accorded by false speaking 1s not ’ 
And thus we find that the sense of the sentence as a whole tuins out to be 
the Prohibition of that falsety that 1s possible an the talking as done for the 
sake of the Darça-Pürnamüsa , and this leads us to the general 1.ule—‘ We 
should avoid falsity in all the talking that is done for the sake of the sacri 
fices’ That ıs to say, when the Adhvarya priest has once said “make the 
cakes of barley,’ he should not contradict himself by saying later on—‘ the 
barley will be of use ın making the Saktu, make the cake of the Vribı 
corn’ 

In showing this use of the Adhikarana, the Bhaüshya says— Vriht- 
mayah sankalpya na yasamayah pradéyak , and the word ‘ sankalpya’ mdi- 
cates the sayung ,—because the action of sankalpa (conveying of the 
offereng) 1s always preceded by the sayıng of the words, or it may be 
taken to mean ‘ having, by his words, made the Adhvaryu priest to do the 
sankalpa’,—the word ‘ sankalpya’ ın this case bemg explained as formed 
by two causative affixes 

Says the Opponent “ Whether the sentence ın question be taken 
“ as descriptive of something laid down elsewhere, or as an Injunction, on 
“account of its connection being different,—in any case the factor ın 
“ question—‘ should not tell hes’—would be equally present, and as such 
“what is the use of the discussion as to whether the sentence is descrip- 
“tve or Injunctive? ” 

Reply If the sentence were merely descriptive of what has been laid 
down ın the Smriz,, then the Expiatory Rite would be that which is laid 
down in the Smrtis, while if it be İn?uncizee, then, masmuch as it 
would be an Injunction contamed in the Yajurveda, the Expiatory Rite 
attendant upon its mfringement would be one that ıs laid down m that 
Veda [And im this discrimimation of the Expiatory Rite hes the use of 
Adhakaranal That 1s to say, if the sentence be merely descriptive, then 
the tellung of les (during the Darça-Pürnamüsa also) would necessitate 
the performance of that Expiatory Rite, which ıs laid down m the 
Smrtvs in connection with Lying, while if it were an Injunction, then 
aa ıt occurs m the Yayurveda, its infrmgement during the sacrifice would 
mean a discrepancy in it through the Yayurveda, and hence the Ex piatory 
Rite to be performed would be the pouring of libations into the Anvaharya- 
pacana Fue, with the Mantra Bhuvah svdha’ (which 18 the rite laid down 
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in the Yajurveda, as Expiatory of Lyng) As for the Smrix,—since we 
would not know im which particular Veda it may have its origin, there 
would be no certainty as to the Veda, ın accordance with which the 
Expiatory Rite should be performed Thus then, even if we grant that 
the sentence ın question (‘nanrtam vadét’) is the origin of the Smniti- 
Injunction (“ eafyam brüyüt”), as its meaning, as well as its infringement, 
will have been followed up by the Smrtz, the Expiatory Rite too would be 
that which 1s laid down in the Sm tes 

Objection “ When we would be sure of the fact of the Smriti being 
“ based upon the sentence ın question, which occurs in the Yajurveda, the 
“Expiatory Rite performed would be that which is laid down in that 
“Veda” 

Reply It ıs not so, because the Rite laid down in the Yajurveda, 
pertaiming to such sacrificial fires as the Ahavaniya and the lıke, distinctly 
relates to such a performer as ‘laid the fire’ (performed the Agnzhoéra) , 
while the prohibition of Telling les (contained in the Smrtz) pertains to 
all men, and as such would relate also to one who has not performed the 
Agnthotia, and hence the latter would certainly stand 1n need of some 
other equally universally applicable expiatory rite laid down m the Smrt: 
And when this would be found out,—inasmuch as the occasion for the 
Rite would be the same, m the case of one who has performed the 
Agnahotra, as well as one who has not performed it, the former also would 
perform the Rite that is laid down in the Smrti, so that there would 
be no perfor mance of that expiatory rite which ıs laid down in the Veda 

And further, in the case of saciifices, the Veda lays down distinct 
expiatory rites to be performed for discrepancy ın any of the details of 
the sacrifice, and hence when there would be no discrepancy ın any ot 
the sacrificial details, there would be no occasion for those rites 

That is to say, in all such sentences as ‘ yadrkto yajña ārtımyāt, etc , 
we find that certain discrepancies in connection with the Sacrifice are 
laid down as occasions for Expiatory Rites The sentences however 
occur in the context of the Jyotishioma, and as such would appear, by 
Context, to be related to that saciifice, but this Context would be super- 
seded by the superior authority of Syntictical Connection, in accordance 
with the Satra III—in—8, nor is there any reason fot: the said sentences 
abandoning all connection with the sacrifices other than the Jyotishtoma 
And hence we conclude that even ın the case of those Smytis whose 
source in the particular Veda 1s distinctly traceable, if these happen to 
pertain to certain qualifications of the human agent, then their mnf1inge- 
ment could not lead to the performance of the expiatory rite laid down in 
the Veda 

Jf however, on account of avoiding the necessity of assuming a result, 
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and because of the mdications of the Context, the Parvapakska stand- 
pomt be that such prohibitions as that contained im the sentence im 
question belong to the human agent as connected urth the sacrifice,—then 
the corresponding Siddhanta would be that they belong to the sacrifice 
purely by ziself But im the case of both these theories, the expiatory rite 
attendant upon an infrinzement would be that which is laid down in the 
Yajurveda , and hence we should find some other use for the Adhzkarana 
than the one noted above 

And in this case, the use of the discussion would be this In the case 
of the Purvapaksha, the Injunctions too would become relegated to the 
region of ‘ Purificatory Rites’, and as such they would all pertain to the 
Yajyamana, exactly lıke the actions of the kind of Imitation 

That is to say, m accordance with the Pirvapaksha, all the sacrifices 
of the Samat, etc (as laid down in the sentences ‘ samidho yazafı, ete , etc ), 
when performed ın the course of other sacrifices, as also the Repetitions of 
the Hymns and Prayers (Stotras and CGastras}, would come to be puri- 
ficatory of the human agent, and as such, they would all pertain to the 
Yaş amüna, ın accordance with Adhzkarana under Sūtra IlI—vin—4 And 
in the case of the Samu sacrifices,—as sacrifices, they consist of the action 
of offering certain materials, and as such, like the Dökshanıyü (Initiatory 
Sacrifice), they would, ın any case, pertain to the Yayamdna, and hence 
even when there would be an increase m the number of Yajyamanas, the 
sacrifice would be performed once only, as tending, ın common, to the 
purification of all of them,—(with regard to these, there would not be 
much of a difference between the Pirvapaksha and the Siddhinta) But, 
ın the case of the Stotragustra-japadi (the Repetitions of the Hymns and 
Prayers), these could, like the actions of cleaning the teeth and the lke, 
pertain to the Yaşamdüna only, only after they had set aside the dications 
of the Names ‘ Audgütra” and the like, which are quite capable of singling 
out the performer of the action, while quite incapable of puttmg any 
restrictions upon the principal action, and then too, in the case of an 
ıncrease ın the number of Yaşamğünas, they will have to be performed by 
each of them,—as, in this case there could be no performance, applying in 
common to all of them, as laid down in the law ‘ Yajamdnavwrddhau 
südhüranadravyatyügah” 

If m the case Prohibitions also, the element of Injunction (: € the part 
‘ānrtam vadöt”) be taken to mean ‘the telling of hes as helping the man 
related to the sacrifice, then masmuch as the Prohibition would be of this 
teling as qualified by falsity, 1ts meaning would come to be that— what- 
ever benedictory declarations the Yajamdna makes for his own purifica- 
tion, —1n these there should be no falsity, erther as to any optional matters, 
or as to the actual forms of the utterance, but other persons, and the 
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Yajamana also ın other cases, could speak just as one likes’ This 1s in 
accordance with Pürvapaksha 

In accordance, on the other hand, with the S:ddadnfa,—that the Pro 
hibition pertains to the sacrifice purely by wtself,—its meaning would be 
this ‘In whatever speaking there 1s, ın course of the sacrifice, tobe done by 
the Yajyam@na ot by the Priests, all false utterances, that may be possible, 
should be completely eschewed, because all these persons are equally 
connected with the sacrifice And hence, just as when the Yayamana has 
once conveyed by words the offering of the Barley cake, he should not 
offer, ın deed, that of the Vrihı corn,—so, in the sime manner, when the 
Adhvaryu and other Priests have once determined upon a certain course 
of action, they should not stultify themselves by actually taking up 
another course, for the sake of ease and comfort, ete Even in regard to 
those few actions that are done for the purification of the human agent, 
the ıng would be eschewed, on the ground of those actions also form- 
ing part of the Sacrifice 

Objection “As a matter of fact, ın the Prohibition, the human agent 
“qs the subordinate factor, and as such hzs agency would be conditioned 
“ by the name ‘ AdAcaryava) by which the Prohibition in question would 
“ betake itself to the Adhvaryu priest only, exactly like the actions of the 
“ Pranitap) anayana and the lke” 

Reply True, ıt would betake itself that way, if the sense of the 
prohibition were something to be performed As a matter of fact, it is of the 
nature of non-performance (1e not tellang), and as such it does not stand 
m need of any particular Agent (for its performance) We find that the 
Prohibition, expressed by Direct declaration, is connected with such condi- 
tions under which there may be a chance of what is prohibited being 
present, and as such ıt would betake itself to all such places, by its 
inherent capability, and in this it could not be stopped by the very 
much inferior authority of the Name (‘ Adhva yava’) 

Olyectzon “The Name could certamly restrict the Injunctive 
“ element m the sentence (‘vadét’) , and then ınasmuch as the Prohibition 
“ also would follow in the wake of that Injunction, the latter too would 
be restricted by that Name” 

Reply It ıs not so, because it is only when the meaning of the 
whole scriptural sentence has been completed, that there arses the 
question 1s to by whom 1s to be performed that which the sentence has 
laid down , and ıt 1s only after this that the use of the Name comes m 
as indicating the performer And im the case in question we find 
that the sense of the sentence does not end with “adet , because this 
word serves the purpose of a mere reference (to speakzng), ın connection 
with the Prohibition meant to be conveyed , and it ıs well known that that 
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which is thus a mere reference is nòt qualified, even by that which 1s 
directly declared, as we have proved under the Grahidhikarana (111—— 
13 et seq), and ander the circuinstun es it is all the moze improbable for 
it to be qualified by the Name, whose sole function hes m pomting out the 
relationship of the particular performer of the action that is enjomed 
Thus then, inasmuch as ‘tellang’ 15 merely referred to, it cannot be taken 
as qualified (by the Name), while as for the Prohibition, that cannot be 
specified as belonging to any particular person 

Thus the conclusion is that the present discussion serves useful pur- 
poses in all cases, and as such, there can be no doubt that we did nght 
in taking up this inquiry 
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\DHIKARANA (5) 


[the actions reliting to the y wwning person’ should find a place in the 


Context | 


Söz a (14) “They peitan to the human agent, as 
“they are for his sahe, and as such, luke the Ahina, 
“(they should be taken apart from the Context)” 


İn the foregomg Adhikuranas, we have dealt with the question of the 
confi idiction, or non contr udiction, of Context by Direct Declaration We 
now proceed to consider its contradiction, or otherwise, by Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection 

In connection with the Jyotashtoma we hnd laid down the“ Zartha- 
seine” (Bathing at a sured place), and in connection with the Darga 
Pürnamasa, there 1s laid down the recitation of the manérd, ‘ Mayı daksha 
hati, etc,’ as to be done with each yawning And on the question as to, 
for whose sihe these actions are laid down, we can have all the alternatives 
that we had in the Mitadhikaana (ILI—iv—1 et seq) But out of 
these we picked out, ın the foregomg Adhihurana, only three, as bemg 
more reasonable than the rest These were—(1) that the action ın ques 
tion pertains to the Agent only, (2) that ıt pert uns to the Agent as con 
nected with the sacrifice, and (3) that ıt pertams to the sacrifice only 
And on the present occasion also wo take up the same three alternative 
theories 

"he conclusion of the foregoing Adhiharana pointing ont, on the 
strength of the Context, that the actions in question pertiin to the 
sacrafice, —we have, as agüınst this the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Just aş, disregard ng the mdications of the Context, the 4hin: was 
‘found to take up the number ‘twelve’ (Ad2:ka, ana 111—n--15/16 )— 
‘so in the same manner, would the two actions in question be taken up 
‘ by the human igent 

Fust as for the Buth, masmuch as it tends to the purification of 
ti body itin tahen, by its very cap ebilty, as pertaining to the humin 
gmt Astate qualıfıcatını of ‘lathe (the Bi thing an a Tirtha), — 


\DHIKARANA (5) 
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“inasmuch as the term signifies that which is casy of approach, it serves to 
“preclude all places that are difficult to be got at; and by this, they help 
“the human agent, and not the sacrifice. As for the Smrti rule regarding 
“the fact of the Bath always preceding the Breakfast, that too pertains to 
“the Agent alone, and makes the transcendental result following from 
“that restriction, betake itself to him. Thus then, the specification of 
“ Tirtha’ also, being connected with the Bath, whose use has been 
“definitely ascertained, comes to be regarded as pertaining to the human 
“agent. One use of this specification,—that the place of bathing being 
“such as is got at easily—is quite perceptible; and even if it be necessary 
“to assume certain transcendental results as following from observing the 
“rule of not bathing outside the river or tank, with water taken out of 
“them, which is not found to have any visible purpose,—we find that that 
“result too is distinctly laid down in the Veda itself, in the sentence . 
“‘Tirthaméva saiütünüm bhavati? (‘He becomes great among his rela- 
“tions.’) And certainly that which is so distinctly pointed out by 
“Syntactical Connection as related to the purpose of the human agent, 
“ cannot be affected by the Context ; because of the Sūtra LLI—iii—11. 

“lm the same manner, though the word “Örüzyüt ” does not signify the 
“ Nominative agent, yet, the word ‘janjhabyamdna’,—being formed by the 
“kri affix, and the Sütra ' Kartari krt’ (Panini) indubitably laying down 
“the fact of the kri affix being denotative of the Nominative,—cannot but 
“be taken as signifying a particular performing agent. And the mantra 
“being mentioned in the same sentence with it, as connected with the 
“ person thus pointed out,—it could not be taken up by the Context. 
“ Specially as we find a distinct result following from its connection with 
“the human agent ;—the one that is mentioned in the text itself, ‘ prfina- 
“panavaimum dhattö, which signifies long life due to the control of the 
“upper and lower breathing. 

“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the actions under con- 
“sideration pertain to the human agent (and not to the sacrifice).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (15): But from the peculiarity of the Context, 
they would constitute the purification of one con- 
nected with tt,—like the substance, 


. We admit that the Actions pertain to the human agent; but we can 
accept the statement that they pertain to the agent, independently by 
himself, and as such they should be taken apart from the Context, 

Because, so long as it is possible for two means of knowled. | 
resonciled, it is not proper to have one set asidu by the other Spouses, 


ki 
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as, in the case in question, the mention, at a distance, of the result, does 
not constitute an actual ‘ Phalagruti’ (Declaration of Results). In the 
case in question, we find that if the Actions in question are connected 
with the human agent only, the indications of the Context are set aside 
without any reason. 

Objection: “The acceptance of the other alternative theory would 
“ also mean the rejection of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection.” 

Reply: True, these latter would be rejected, only if we connected the 
actions with something other than the human agent. As a matter of 
fact, however, it is with the Agent as engaged in a sacrifice, that we hold 
the actions to be connected; and in this not a single means of knowledge 
is rejected.. For if the ‘yawning person,’ as well as the ‘bathing person,’ 
were taken as that indicated by the Context,—that would not be incom- 
patible, either with the sense of all the words of the two sentences (as 
pointed out by Syntactical Connection), or with the capability of things 
(as indicated by Indicative Power). 

Objection: “ The idea of the unspecified Person (the Agent by himself 
“being related to the two actions), being based upon the superior authority 
“ (of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection), could not be set aside 
“by that of the specified Person (one who is engaged in the performance 
“ of the sacrifice), which is based upon the inferior authority (of the 
“ Çontext).” 

Reply : The idea of the unspecified person cannot but be set aside 
(even by. you); because the ignorant and the incapable persons could not 
be entitled to the actions in question (and so you cannot take all men to 
be connected with the actions). 

Objection: “In the way that you suggest, the Context would come 
“ to be taken əs the means of the necessary specification.” 

Reply: It is not so; because in this case also, the Context remains 
only a comprehender ; and it could not become the means of specifying the 
‘yawning person’ that forms the subject of the sentence. Nor do ve find 
the functioning of the Context, in the matter of the said specification ; 
because the ‘How’ is always related to something other than the ‘ Thus.’ 
One who, seeking for the person mentioned in the Context, obtains, from 
that source, the necessary specification of that person,—for him, when 
the Context has ceased to function, there only arises a desire to find that 
person mentioned in the Context; which, thus, does not come to be the 
means of specification. 

Question: ‘ How, then, do you get at the idea of the Person indi- 
“cated by the Context?” 

Answer: Even without the Context serving as tle means of specifica- 
tion, we cau, in the préscut case, get at the idea of the Person indicated 
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by the Context Because just as the ‘ Prokshana’ of the Vmhi corn for 
ordinary purposes would be wholly useless, so also would the actions in 
question be (if they pertained to an ordina1) person), and hence for the 
sake of their usefulness, they must be regarded as pertaiming to the 
Person indicated by the Context 

That ıs to say, the Vribi corn, connected with the P:okshana, 1s not 
thereby specialised by the Context , but what happens 1s that ın order to 
save it from becoming useless, and on account of there bemg no reason for 
assuming an imperceptible result,—and lastly, because as an auxihary to 
the sacrifice, ıt has to serve a distinct purpose,—we accept the Vozhe 
mentioned ın the Context (to be the one to which the Prokshana 18 to be 
appled) Andın the same manner, in order to avoid the assumption of a 
distinct result, and ın consideration of proximity, we take that ‘yawning 
person” who is connected with the Context And so long as this is pos- 
sible, there can be no grounds for the assumption of any other result 

Objection “The result of the two actions in question is already 
“definitely ascertained, and has not got to be assumed, as we have already 
“ explaımed above” 

Reply Its true that you have explained it, but the result ıs never 
found to be mentioned by such words as are found im the sentences in 
question , as their mention is always found to be accompanied by the word 
‘Kama’ (‘desire’) This is what ıs meant by the assertion—‘ we do not 
find any injunctive word here ,’—the sense of this assertion must be taken 
as— such words cannot serve the purpose of enjoming the results,’—as we 
shall explain later on Otherwise, inasmuch as we have an actual İnyunc 
tive word ın the shape of ‘ rüyüz, ıt would not be quite true to assert the 
absence of the Ingunctwe word Nor can the opponent be taunted with the 
fact of the word ‘ dhatte’ not bemg injunctive Because m all cases, the 
factor of Result never forms the object of Injunction Consequently the 
said sentence must be taken ın the manner just shown Specially as we 
shall show unde: Sativa [V—ii—l, that such sentences are Arihavddas , 
and under Sutra 1V—im—3, that the mention of the Result ıs only by 
means of such sentences as contain the word ‘ Kama’ (‘ Desire”) 

Objectson “We might accept the actions to be purificatory of the 
“human agent By using the woid “Sümsküra, it is meant to show that 
“we admit the fact of the actions ın question pertamıng to the human 
“agent, because an mdependent action, having a result of its own, could 
“not be spoken of as ‘Samsk@ra’ But we do not accept öt to belong to only 
“that person who 18 performing the Darca-Piirnamdsa sacizfices That is to 
“ say, the repetition of the Mantra “mayı dakshakratü, etc ) being recog- 
“nised as belonging to the ‘ yawning person,’ would be precluded from 
“such a person in the ordinary course of life, because of the repetition 
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“bemg of no use in ordinary life But the person who would be ‘ yawn 
“ing’ during the Jyotishtoma and the other sacrifices, will take the Mantra, 
“with as useful an effect as one connected with the Darga-Pirnamasa , 
“and there would be nothing to preclude the Mantra from these Con 
“sequently we take the Mantra as pertaining to the human agent engaged 
“n any sacrifice ” 

The sense of the reply that 15 given to the above (by the Bhashya) 18 
difficult to be grasped İt is this There as no useful purpose to be served 
by his purification Because, just as the Nivita his been found to have no 
connection with the duties of attending upon guests, etc, simply because of 
its nob bemg mentioned by Direct Declaration, ete (as related to those 
duties ),—so, in the same manner, the repetition of the Mantra in question 
would, for the same reason, have no relationship with the other sacrifices 

That ıs to say, if the Mantra vere laid down as to be used every 
where, and were precluded from the ordinary actions of the world, simply 
because it would serve no useful purpose with regard to these, then what 
you say would have been quite correct (1e it should have been related to 
ll sacrifices) As a matte: of fact, 16 cannot be so precluded, as the 
Injunctions that have once operated can never be precluded by anything , 
and in all cases of preclusion, the preclusion is recognised from the very 
beginning, and this preclusion is made in the following manner Inas 
much as, ın accordance with Adfikurana ‘Dra vyasankhyahétusamudayanca ’ 
(V1—:—11), the mention of the mere form of the ‘ yawnmg person’ 
would be useless,—the word ‘yanjabhyamana’ (yawning) should be tiken 
as indicating the means to a certain Apurva , and as a matter of fact, we 
find that this Indication would not be possible except through the Context , 
and as for the Context, we have no other available save that pertainjng 
to the Apiirva of the Darca Pūrnamāsa Consequently, ıt must be ad 
mitted that the purification, involved in the repetition of the Mantra, 
pertains to that ‘yawning peison’ who is engaged in the bringing about 
of the Darga Pürnamdüsa Apürva 

The same may be said of the Bath (‘ Tirthasnana’) also 

The above objection, as well as the reply to ıt, the Author of the 
Sutra wul himself explain, under the Süzras 111—vn—3 and 4 

Then, 1t has been argued that, masmuch as the Injunction of the 
Repetition of the Manira would be included m the Collective Injunction 
of the Darça-Pürnamüsa, that contained ın the sentence ın question would 
be wholly useless 

In reply to this ıt 1s said that ıt ıs very much more reasonable to 
take the sentence ın question as merely descriptive of the Injunction con 
tamed in the said Collective Injunction, than as the useless Injunction of 
a detail pertaming to the humain agent only 
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Objection “The objection of the opponcnt 1s that what the Bhashzya 
“ has here dealt with 1s exactly the same as that dealt with m the preced 
“ing Adhikarana,—but the replies given on the two occasions are mutually 
‘contradictory For instance, on the former occasion, the explanation 
“given was that ıt ıs only when a certain action has become subsidiary 
“to another, that it comes to be taken up by the Collective Injunction of 
“the latter Action , and until the forme: action has been enjoimed, it does 
“not become subsidiary to any othe: action, while o: the present occa 
“sion it 18 held that the sentence would not be an Injunction, but a mere 
‘ Descriptive Declaration And in view of the contradictory character 
‘ of these two explanations vouchsafed by the Bhaskya, we must consider 
‘which of these two is true and which is false In view of what has been 
“said on the previous occasion, it would seem that the former was the 
“correct explanation, while the latier is put forth simply by way of 
“admitting the opponent’s position (for the saae of argument) But it 
“is possible to show that this latte: is the correct view Inasmuch as 
“there is a single Injunction that takes ın all the subsidiaries collectarcly 
“distinct Injunctions of them cannot but be said to be merely deseriptive 
“declarations That is to say, under the Sutra X—vui—16, it will be 
“shown that, on account of all subsidiaries tending to fulfil a single 
“ purpose, there ıs a single collective Inj unction of all these, and this 
“could be possible for only those that are lard down in the Collective 
“Injunction, because each of the distinct Injanctions of these sub 
“ sıdıarıes operates separately An Injunction is that by which a man is 
“urged to activity, and ın the case of the Bhavant that pertains to the 
‘principal as well as the subsidiary saciifices, the man is urged to 
“activity, all at once Consequently, the distinct Injunctions must be 
“regarded as mere descriptive declarations ” 

To the above we make the following reply Both portions of the 
Bhashya are quite correct Because the declaration contamed in the 
former is not wrong, for the reason that 1s given therem—viz, that until 
an Action is enjoined, 1t cannot be subsidiary to another Action, specially 
as it has been already explained that 1f we do not admit the Injunction, 
only that which 1s signified by the Verbal Root would come to be the 
object to be accomplished , and as this would not serve any useful purpose 
it could not be taken as subsidiary to any other Action, consequently 
the sentence m question must be admitted to be an Injunction İt mas 
also be taken as a mere desciiptive declaration Because the Action 
having been ascertained, through the previous Injunction, to be the sub 
sidiary of a certain action, up to the time that it is cared along to he 
taken up by the collective Injunction of this latter Action, it continues m 
the position of the Injunction, when, however, it once becomes taken up 
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by the said Collective Injunction, iuasmnch as the activity of the Agent 
towards the Action would be accomplished by the mere fact of its forming 
the subsidiary of the other Action, its former Injunction would now come 
to be taken as a mere Deseriptive Declaration, Thus thon, we find that, 
inasmuch as, prior to being taken up by the Collective Injunction, its per- 
formance would not be possihic, fhe sentence laying it down as a distinct 
sacrifice, is taken as an Fnfunetion; while subsequent to that, as its per- 
formance comes to be accomplished, through the Collective Injunction 
of the Action to which it is the subsidiary, the former Injunction comes 
to be taken as a mere Deseriptive Decluration. Thus both the declarations 
of the Bhishyn are true, under dilferent conditions. 


Sūtra (16): It could be taken apart from the Context, 
only through the mention of a particular charac- 
ter. 


In the case of the Ahina, we found that, it has no existence at all, in 
the Context; and hence the mention of * ¢welve-wpasuds? in the söntence, 
not being taken up by the Context, had to be taken apart from the 
Context, In the case in question, however, there ig no such mention; and 
hence the example of the Ahna cannot apply to the present case. 
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ADHIKARANA (6) 
[The threatening, etc pertaın to the Human Agent] 


Sūtra (17) In the case of the Camyu (we would have to 
take ıt apart from the Context), because of the protect. 
teon having been extended to all 


The word ‘ Camyu’ is the name given to all sach prohibitions as those 
pertainmg to the Threatening of a Brahmana, the strikang of ham and the 
shedding of has blood [that we hear of in the passage—‘ Déva cat Camyum 
Barhaspatyan abruvan havyanno vaha kiummé pragdyd twtr, te 
‘bruvan (1) yö Bidhmanayivagurét tam ¢gaténa yütayüt, (2) yo nihané- 
tam sahasröna , (3) yo lohtiam karvat yüvatah praskandya pünçün, ete , etc”) 
In connection with this also we have the same alternative theories as in 
the previous A42:karana But from among these, we pick out only two, 
taking the two connections into one, and these two alternatives are — 
these Prohibitions pertain to the sacrifice, or to the Man only 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ İn accordance with all that has been said with regard to the Prohi- 
‘bition of Telling Ines, the Prohibitions in question must be taken as 
“ pertaınıng to such Threatening, etc as are possible for the sake of the 
“sacmfice The possibility of these in course of the sacrifice may be 
“explamed thus “The Darça-Purnamaisa sacrifices require the help 
“of four Brahmanas, and for winning their acquiescence one could 
€ have recourse to the four ordinary means of Peaceful Request, Gifts, 
‘Division and Punishment, but we find the Veda distinctly laying 
“down that ‘one should win their acquiescence by means of the Ania 
“ Rarya Gift’, but it is possible that they might not be won over by 
‘ this Gift, and ın that case one would be called upon to do all that he 
“ could to win it out of them, and ın this he could have recourse to the 
“four aforesaid means of subjugation, and hence as a punishment, he 
“ might come to do the Threatening, etc , and it 13 these latter that are 
“prohibited by the sentences in question , the sense of these prohibitions 
“ being —" hese, threatening, etc , should not be done , one should have 
“ recourse to the other means of subyug iting the Biğhmamnas”” 
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SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the follovung reply (1) Because the sen- 
tence pomts to the connection of all (Brahmanas) , (2) because the results 
are distinctly mentioned, and (3) because the boon of protection was 
granted to all of them ,—we cannot connect the prohibition m question 
with the Context only 

That 1s to say,—(1) the word ‘ yak’ (in the sentence “ yo Bi Ghmaniya 
etc”) distinctly pomts to Man Nor can the Prohibition in question be 
held to pertain to that Man who as connected with the Context , because 
what the sentence speaks of 15 not a put ificator y action, but only a Prohi 
bition calculated to save man from falling into hell And as the falling 
anto hell pertains to the Man, aud not to the sacrifiue,—and as the Prohibi 
tion for saving from a trouble must pertain to one who ıs hable to that 
trouble, (the Prohibition, in the case in question, cannot but pertain to the 
Man, and not to the Sacrifice) 

(2) We find the results mentioned, ın the sentences ‘ gaténa yatayat, 
sahasréna yütayüt, etc ? which means that the punishment that he would 
suffer would be a hundred, and a thousandfold, or, masmuch as the 
sentence does not speak of any particular object to which the numbers 
(‘hundred’ and ‘thousand’) would apply,—and as we find the ‘samzat 
sara’ (‘year’) mentioned later on,—we must take the sentence “ sahasréna 
yütayüt” as meaning that ‘he should undergo the punishment for a 
hundred years’ As for the result of the Prohibition, 1t connects itself by 
bemg merely expressed , and ıt does not stand ın need of the word ‘ kama,’ 
as has been shown to be the case with the mention of the results of 
Injunctions, specially as no person ‘desires’ (kdmayate ) that which has 
to be abandoned, nor ıs there any other way of mentioning an undesir- 
able result, and hence its mention should be taken as duly accomplished 
by the word ‘anubhavet’ (‘he should suffer’), and this word we find 
present in the case ın question Though the Bhashya has explained the 
word ‘ yatayüt” as Injunctive, yet that cannot be quite relevant, because 
the result spoken of ıs not meant to be enjomed That which 1s desirable 
18 not enjomed, while that which is not desirable can never call forth 
the activity of Man, and as such the mtroduction of the Injunctive 18 
wholly contiary to the nature of this latter Consequently all that we can 
rightly assert 1s that the Prohibition is accomplished by the mere mention 
of the undesnable result, —that the undesirable result pertains to the 
Man,—and hence the Prohibition must also pertain to the Man (and not 
to the sacrifice) 

(3) Then agam we find m the passage quoted that Çamyu asks— 
‘What vronld happen to my offspring if I offered the hbations to you aces 
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which shows that what he asked for was the protection of ull his offspring, 
and the Devas also answer—‘ As thou desirest’ And thus we find that 
Camyu made over all Brahmanas to the protection of the gods, and the 
protection that the gods extended was to all Brahmanas , and hence these 
declarations become reconciled only by taking the Piohibition to pertain 
to Man ın general (and not to the sacrifice, or to the Mun connected with 
the sacrifice) 


ADHIKARANA (7) 


(The Prohibition of conveising with a woman m her courses pertains to 
Man ın general] 


Sutra (18) Inasmuch as the woman n her courses has 
been previously removed (from the place of the sacrifice, 
the Prohibition cannot pertain to the sucrefice, it must 
pertain to Man in general) 


[In connection with the Darga Püonamdsa we find the passage— 
“ malavadvāsasã na samvadeét,’ “ nüsyü annamadyüt”) Though the latter 
sentence occurs in a different place, yet it has been quoted by the Bhashya 
along with the former, because it is to be utilised in the next Sütra, by 
way of showing that it ıs for anothe: purpose, “ malavadoüsü” ıs the 
woman in het courses, and in 1egard to the Prohibition of conversing with 
hei, we have three alternative theories —İ (1) It pertains to the saciufice, 
(2) ıt pertains to the Man as connected with the saczifice , and (3) it per- 
tains to the Man in gener ıl] And on this ve have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The Prohibition must be taken as pertaining to the words— patnz 
“ esha te lokah, etc’ —that are addressed b, the yayamdna to his wife, m 
“course of the Darga Puinamdasa, (1) because in this we have not got 
“either the word ‘yut (pointing to Man), or some such word as ‘jañyha 
“ bhyamana’ (which could indicate the relationship of Man) , (2) because 
“the conversing is as possible in connection with the sacrifice, as apart 
“from ıt, and (3) because of all that has been said in connection with 
“the Prohibition of the Telling of Ines ” 


SIDDHANTA 


As against the above, we make the following observations All 
Prohibitions are only of such thmgs of whose occurrence there ıs a 
possibility, and the possibility of conversang rests in the Man, and then 
again, imasmuch as the woman in her courses has alieady been removed 
from the place of sacrifice (ın accordance with the sentence “ yosya vratyé 
hanı patut andlambhuka syat tamupar udhya yaşata (‘ He, whose wife should 
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be impure on the day of the sacrifice, should perform the saciifice, after 
removing her from there ’),—there would be no possibility of any convers 
ıng with the woman in course of the sacrifice Because, in accordance with 
the sentence just quoted, she having been moved away from all sacn- 
ficial performances, how could there be any chance for the yaş amdna con- 
versing with that woman, in course of the sacrifice? As for the Man in 
general, on the other hand, inasmuch as his ways would be independent 
(of all such restrictions as pertain to sacrifices), there is every possibility 
of his conversing with the woman , and im reference to him, the Prohibi 
tion would serve a distinctly useful purpose 

Even if we have Smrti-rules prohibiting the said conversing, we 
could take those as having their source in the sentence unde: considera- 


tion, and neither of them should be taken as a mere descriptive declara 
tion 


Sutra (19) Also because of the prohibition of inte) - 
course 


For the following reason also, the Prohibition must be taken as 
pertaining to Man ın general 

It has been shown above (11—ın—16) that all doubtful points are 
settled by reference to a sentence aboundıng ın the matter under con 
sideration , and in the case in question, we find that the phrase ‘not have 
intercourse with her’ is distinctly meant to pertain to Man 

That 1s to say, we have another Prohibition—‘ nasya annamadyat,’ 
where “ anna’ c abhya?ı ana, which, from the subsequent portion of the 
sentence, comes to be taken as meaning ‘Intercourse’ Among the Lütas, 
also, we find the word ‘ abkyanjana’ synonymous with ‘mrakshana, which 
is known to be synonymous with ‘Intercourse’? And we know tull well 
that there could never be any possibility of this :ntercouise, during the 
performance of the sacrifice, while as regards the Man, there 1s always a 
possibility of the said interconrse And we have already explained that 
the Prohibition can pertain only to one, tor whom there 1s a possibility of 
that which is prohibited And further, masmuch as ‘celebacy’ 1» one of 
the necessary conditions imposed upon the sacrificer, there would never be 
any possibility of mtercourse even for the sake of the Man himself, during 
the performance of the sacrifice, and hence the Prohibition could not 
pertain to the time of the sacrificial performance 

Consequently, ve must pass over the Context, and connect the Pro 
hibition with Man on general, and hence in accordance with the maxim 
‘Patedmainyaditaréshu tathatvam’, we must take the Converezny also to 
belong to Man ın general 


ADHIKARANA (8) 
(The wearing of Gold, etc pertains to the Man] 


Süt: a (20) Not mentioned n any particular Context, 
et must belong to the Man, because et differs from 
that mentioned wn a particular Context. 


We now proceed to consider the question as to whether, or not, Direct 
Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection,—not occur- 
ring in any particular Context,—come to a coalition with the Context 

In regard to the sentence, “ Tasmöf suvarnam hiranyam bharyam, 
dun varno”sya bhratrvyo bahvate ”" [and ‘suvdsasd bhavitavyam, riipaméva 
bibhart,’], there arises the question as to whether the sentence lays down 
‘suvanata’ (excellence of co"our) with reference to the wearing of gold 
during the performance of a sacrifice, and ‘¢gobhanatva’ (excellence) with 
reference to the wearing of cloth during the saciifice,—or it only lays 
down the qualified wearing as pertaining to the Man in general 

On this question, the Pa: vapaksha is this —“ With a view to avoid a 
“multipheity of objects for the Injunctions, we must regard the sentences 
“as laying down the eacellence of colour and excellence with reference to 
“the wearimg of Gold and Cloth respectively, during the performance of 
“€ the sacrafice” 

SIDDHANTA 


The Injunctions must be taken as pertaming to the Man ın general, 
because if the Injunction pertained only to the Gold and the Cloth, ıt 
would be absolutely useless, while as for its connection with any parti 
cular sacrifice, we do not find any ground for such relationship 

The one purpose served by the mention of something in the Context 
of a particular sacrifice, is to pot out the fact of its being related as the 
subsidiary to that sacrifice, and under the circumstances, if even that, 
which is not mentioned ın the Context of any particular sacrifice, were to 
be taken as subsidiary to that sacrifice, then there would be no use mn 
anything beme mentioned in a particulir Context But masmuch as the 
Veda itself makes a distinction between a thing being mentioned and not 
being mentioned in a particular Context, we conclude that those things 
that are not mentioned in any particular Context, must pertain to the 
Mun in genera? 
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Sitira (21): Objection: “Not having a substance, it 
would be subsidiary (to the sacrifice).” 


Says the opponent: ““ Even if the sentence in question be a quali- 
“ fied Injunction, it could not but be subsidiary to the sacrifice; otherwise 
“it would be necessary to assume a distinct result in connection with the 
“ Injunction in question.” 

“ Objection: ‘Its connection with the sacrifice too will have to be 
“assumed.” ” 

€ Reply: True; but this latter assumption would be fully authorised. 
“ Because when there arises the question, in regard to an Action, as to 
“ the purpose served by it, it is another Action that turns up as the one to 
“ be helped by it; and hence the connection of the Wearing with the 
“ Sacrifice would be authorised : but not so its connection with a Result, in 
“the shape of Heaven. 

“What we mean is this:—No other action, save Yaga, Dana and 
“ Homa, can ever be the principal action: and in the case in question we 
“find none of these three actions,—as the sentence does not contain any 
“word expressive of the Recipient of the offering, gift, etc.; and thus by its 
“very nature the action of wearing would be a subsidiary, and that 
“ too to another action. 

“Or, it may be that the sentence mentions the wearing, and this 
“action, by its very nature, is subsidiary to that which is worn. And as 
“any such thing, that would be worn in ordinary life, would not deserve 
“a purificatory rite, consequently, it must be admitted that the Injunc- 
“tion in the sentences under consideration is of the wearing of that Gold 
“and Oloth which form the auxiliaries of a sacrifice. 

€ Or, inasmuch as such an Injunction would involve a multiplicity in 
“its objects,—and as, when it is possible, the Injunctive potency should, 
“perforce, be transferred to the Property,—we should take the sentence 
“ as laying down the ‘ excellence of colour’ ( süvarnatü”) with reference to 
“that wearing of gold, which we find laid down in many such sentences 
“ as—" Hiranyam hasté bhavatiy ‘Atha grhnati hiranyam hasté,‘ ° Sampra- 
“ düya shodagina stuvaté’ and so forth; and the other sentence also should 
“be taken as laying down “ ezcel/lence) with reference to the Cloth, the 
‘wearing whereof is laid down in the sentence ‘ Vasağ puridhaité’ 

€ And thus we find that it is this Injunction that forms the basis of 
“the definition of ‘ Hiranya, that is given in the Kalpasiitrus, as “that 
“gold which bears its natural excellent colour” Otherwise (if the defni- 
“tion “ Hiranyam jaturipum pratiyat’ were not explained as above, but 
"only as ‘that which bears its natural excellent colour’), inasmuch as the 
“word “ Hiranya’ would apply equally to the gold and silver ‘as both 
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“these metals retain their “natural excellent colour’), it would be neces- 
“sary to look out for another authonty for applying the word to any one 
“ of the two only 

“The expression “adrasyafoği” (in the Sra) means that, we find 
“the sentence in question laying down, not a substance, but a particular 
“ property of it, and hence the Injunction herem contamed should betake 
“itself to that sacrifice where we do have a Substance 

“Though the Bhashya has mentioned the ‘ Deity’ also along with 
“ t Substance’ (ın the course of his explanation of the expression “ adrazyat 
“ pat”), yet, masmuch as it 1s something wholly unconnected with the 
“ Süt:a, and hence most improper Specially as we have other actions 
“also,—in the snape of Japa and the like,—which are neither Yaga, nor 
€ Dana, nor Homa,—and yet which are pet formed as puncipal actions , 
“and hence there is no use of mentioning the Deity 


Stra (22) “€” Because of connection with the Veda” 


“Tn case of the Wearany bemg subsidiary to the Saciifice, we find that 
“the name ‘Adhvw yava’ serves the purpose of pointing out the use to which 
“it is to be put, while if the weartng pertained to the Man in general, 
“then the indication of that Name.would be set aside If the sentence be 
“taken as laying down ‘excellence of colour’ with reference to the Gold, 
€ — then, too, the said Name would be wholly inoperative , because that 
“ excellence of colour would be under the mfluence of certain other 
“ Injunctions, and it would not be of the nature of acisons 

“ The word ‘Védasamyogu’ (in the Sūtra) means the fact of both 
“ beng equally Vedic, and hence, 1f some one were to argue that ‘ there 15 
“a possibility of the wearing of the Gold and the Oloth in ordinary life 
“also and hence the Injunction of the property (excellence of colour) 
“could be taken as referring to the weurzny met with in ordinary life, — 
“tims argument too would be met by the said 1eason of “ Védasamyoga’ 


Sutra (23) “Because the substance 18 the principal 
facto) (ın the sentence) ” 


“On the former occasion (Text, page 990), ıt has been said that the 
“ Wearing is naturally possessed ot the character of a puryficatoiy action, 
“and now we proceed to show additional reasons for the sime opinion 
“ Becanse of the mention of the Obpectve character Tnasmuch as we hnd 
“the word ‘haranyan' with the Accusative Ending ‘am,’ and as the 
‘ Bhashyu speaks of the presence of the Objective, the Accusative Ending (m 
‘"Sheranyam’) might be mistaken to be similar to that im the word 
““orthin’ But im the case in question we find that the Objective is ex 
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“pressed (and not ‘not ezpressel — anabhılıta ") by the Kri affix (in 
“€ bhüryam”), and as such the Accusative that we see in “ hiranyam’ we 
“ must take, not in the sense of the Objective, but in that of the Nomi- 
“native, the former bemg expressed by the ‘nyat’ affix in ‘bharyam’ , 
“this 1s what is meant by the expression ‘ dravyaparatvit’ [* because the 
“ substance ws the principal factor °] ın the Sutra That too ıs the reason 
“why the Bhashya has spoken of the ‘ connection of the sense of the Ob 
“ geetave, and not ‘the connection of the Objective’ 

“Thus then the wearmg, being of the nature of a purzpcatory act, 
“must be taken as subsidiary to the sacuifice ” 


Sütra (24) Reply But there would be a connection 
with the Result; just as en the case of the pi esence 
(of words to that effect), and hence wt 1s an Action,— 
as declared by Anrticayana 


As a matter of fact, we find that the Action (of wearing) is not con- 
nected, by a sentence, with any sacrifice Because every sentence, that is 
not found to be mentioned ın any particular Context, lays down a sub- 
sidiary, either by means of the connection of a sentence, or by that of an 
invariably concomitant Indicative Power In the case in question, 
however, we find that there 1s no connection of any sentence , nor 13 there 
any such Indicative Power as is required, because the wearing of gold 1s 
common to both (ordinary life and the Vēda) That wearmng could have 
been specialised by the declaration of its performabılıty, but if that 
declaration be taken as serving the purposes of the said quilification, 
all its potency being spent up in that qualification, 16 would cease to be 
injunctive Consequently all that has the support of authority, 1s the 
mere relationship of the substance in question (1e gold) And as any 
purificatory action ın connection with that would be wholly useless, we 
cannot accept the wearing to be such an action No: could the 
relationship of the purificatory action with the substance be held to be 
due to the fact of its tending to bring about a certain Apirva, as the 
character of bringing about the Apin va is pointed out by the Context 

Thus then, ın accordance with the principle that— when something 
accomphshed is spoken of along with that which has tə be accomplished, 
the former should be taken as helpıng ın the accomplishment of the 
latter,’—the sentences ın question should be taken to mean that, “one 
should perform the action of wearing with the help of the Gold, and with 
that of the Cloth’ And when we come to look fot the use for such 
wearing, we come to assume a certam useful purpose that ıt serves 
for the Man, specially as there is nothing incongruous mm an Action 

174 
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being related to an Agent that is merely implied (and not directly men- 
tioned) In the case of the word ‘saväsasã; however, we have the Man 
distinctly pointed out as the principal factor, as the word is a Bahuvrihi 
compound, and in this compound the object other than those expressed by 
the component words ıs accepted as the principal factor (re the word 
means, He who wears good clothing) 

Objectzon “But in that case, it would be necessary to assume a 
“result (as following from the wearing) ” 

Reply That would not matter, because when it has been ascer 
tammed, ın general terms, that the Action serves a useful purpose for the 
Man, the assumption of a particula: result becomes an easy matter As 
for the appearance of Heaven and the like, masmuch as that would be 
an action, and based elsewhere (ın the case of the Darca Pürnamasa1ı) 
upon the Veda —both the sentences would be equally capable of pointing 
to that (appearance), and hence there remams no chance for these sen 
tences pointing to any particular sacrifice 

Then again, in fact we find the sentences themselves mentioning 
the results,—ın the shape of the ‘durvarnat&’ (sporing of the Visage) of 
the ‘ Bhratruya’ (Enemy), and the keeping up of one’s own beauty (Ripa 
dhürana) Even though the sentences mentioning these results have the 
appearance of Arthavdda, yet masmuch as they are not known to be sub 
Servient to any other Injunction, they can, as such, be taken as the 
Injunctions of Results,—as explamed under Sūtra IV—m—i18 And 
all that we have got to do, ın the present case, 1s to assume the merely 
desirable character of that whose relationship with the Action 1s fully 
established, and then to take the Action as serving the purpose of 
accomplishing that result If, on the other hand, we were to assume a 
result, we would have to assume everything, beginning from its connec 
tion with the sacrifice onwards Consequently, just as in the case of the 
presence of such words as ‘desiring Heaven’ and the like, so, m the sen 
tences in question also, we have the connection of results, ind as such 
containing qualified Injunctions, these must be taken as laying down 
independent actions (of wearang the gold, and wearing the cloth, for the 
sake of Man n geneal) We have Smrt rules also to the same effect — 
eg ‘One should not keep on himself worn out and dirty clothing,’ ‘He 
should hold a bamboo stick, and a pair of good ear rings of gold,’ etc , etc 
—which are reconcilable with the S:ddhania theory 


A yA ta, tt Naat aa gg ə rn dd əl Men sa i pe tiny 


ADHIKARANA (9° 
[The Jaya, etc are subsidiaries to Vedic Actions? 


Siit: a 25) “ They would be subsidiary to all actions: 
6 because of there being no distinctiveness in the 
“5 Context.” 


We now proceed to consider the special relationships of sach factors 
as have beer ascertained, through Syntactical Connection, tu be sabsıdıary 
to certain sacrifices 

[We have the Injunction—‘ yéna karmana arts8i tatra Tu jäm }uhuyñt, 
— One should perform the Jaya sacrifice, if one desires prosperity from 
the action that he 1s performing’ And with reyard to this tnere arses 
the question as to whether this Jay@ 1s to be performed alung with all such 
actions—even those like agrıcultu al operations and the Lke, or orly witr 
those that are laid down in the Véda—eg the Agnrhotra, eh 

And though the opponent is fully cogmisant of the fact of the nya 
bemg connected with the sacrificzal fire (the Ahacaniya) yet Le thinks 
that this fire is introduced into the Vay, simply with a view to the Homas 
that constitute the principal class of actions, and hence finding the 
qualification of ‘that whereby one desires prospetity " applying also to 
such actions of ordimary life, as Agriculture, Service and the lıke —he 
puts forward the following theory as the— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The Jaya and other such-like sacrifices are subsidiary to all actions, 
‘ and the sense of the Injunction comes to be—‘ Desiring prosperity by 
“ means of service, etc one should peifo:m the Jaya and other sacrifices 1n 
“ the Ahavaniya Fire’ Nor could it be argued that Service, etc do not 
“require this saciificial Fire, because the purpose served by the mention 
“ of this Fire would be to preclude the possibility of the performance of 
“the Jaya by those that have not laid the Fere, while as for those who 
“€ have done ıt, they should perform the Jaya, even when going to per- 
“form ordinary actions in accordance with their respective castes 

“This mterpretation has the advantage of being in Leeping with the 
“ ındıcatıon of the fact of the sentence ın question occurring apart from 
“the Context of any particulaz action, as such actions, not being directly 
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“connected with any action as their primary, would not necessarily be 
‘s subservient to any such Primary Nor would they abandon the modi 
“ fications for fear of there bemg needless repetition Specially in the 
“case of Agri¢ulture, etc there bemg no fear of any repetition, there 
“would be no abandoning of the modifications ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Siitra (26) Being Homas, they would be restricted an 
their performance, because of the connection of 
the Ahavanaya Fue 


These Homas—the Jay@ and the hke—would be restricted in ther 
performance, that ıs to say, they would be performed only ın connection 
with Vedec actions Because there 1s always a certain co-existence 
desirable for the Subsidiary and the Primary, and as a matte: of 
fact, we find that there could be no such co existence between the Jaya 
and the Agricultural operations, ete As the tlang (which 1s a part of 
these operations) would be done mm the ground, and service at the king’s 
palace, while as for the Vayd saciifice, inasmuch as its a Homa, and has 
no distinct substrate laid down fot itself, it would always be done in the 
Ahavaniya Fire And thus, if this latter were subsidiary to the former, 
then, there would be a difference ın the positions of the two (the Sub 
sidiary and the Primary) which cannot be allowable, without an express 
vatboritative sanction to that effect, and would create a discrepancy m 
the sacrifice itself 

This discrepancy would be all the more unallowable, because there 
are cases where these sacrifices could be performed without such a discrep 
ancy, and consequently there ıs no Apparent Inconsistency which could 
justify the unwarrantable difference of position referred to And we 
know that when an action is performed m a way not sanctioned by the 
Scriptures, ib does not bring about its proper results Hence in order to 
make the sacrifice complete m all its details, the Jay& should not be per 
formed in connection with actions other than the Vedic,—just im the same 
way as ıt cannot be performed by persons who have not lard the fire, or by 
those who are not learned in the Scriptures, or by such agents as do not 
belong to the human species 

Objection “The Ahavuniya Fue might be carried over to the field, 
“and the Jaya Homa might be performed there, (and thus there would be 
“the desired co-existence of this subsidiary Homa with the Primary, 
“ Agricultural Operations) ” 

Reply Even then the Homa would not be m the same place as the 
furrows (made dumung the tillug and other agiicultural operations) As 
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even if we were to carry the Fire to the field all that we would have 
would be a certain degree of proximity between the two, and there would 
not be any ident ty of their positions, specially as it is not possible for the 
Fue to be taken to every furrow, and the Homa performed there Tn fact, 
even if this were possible, it would not constitute an identity of position 
between the Homa and the Ploughing, etc 

The expression ‘homdstu’ (in the Sūtra) contains a reason,—the 


sense being, ‘because they are Homas, they would be restricted m their 
performance’ 


Sutra (27) They aie subsidiary (to Vedic Sacrifices), 
because of the Name 


For the followmg reason also, the Jaya, ete are subsidiary to Vedic 
sacrifices Because thus would they be m keeping with the indications 
of the Name (‘ Adhvaryara’ which is applied to the Chapter in which the 
Jaya 15 mentioned) As ı matter of fact we find that we have the 
Adhvaryu priest in the Darga Pürnamüsa , and hence it is only when the 
Jaya, etc are performed as subsidiay to this Darga Pürnamdösa that they 
could have the 4dAoa:yu fo. their performer In the Agricultural 
Operations, however, there are no priests, and then too, ın connection 
with the Juya, etc, ve have no separate injunctions regarding the appomt 
ment of the sacrificial priests (apart from those of the Dai ¢a-Pirnanvsa) , 
consequently, if the Jayd, ctu belonged to the Agricultural Operations, etc, 
they would be wholly independent of the Darga Püonamdüsa , and as such, 
they could not take up any details (ın the shape of the Priests, etc ), out of 
those belonging to the other sacrifice (such as the Durea Pürnamüsa) 
And if an Adhvaryu priest were appomted independently, for performing 
the Jaya, then, m that case, this latter would not be performed by the 
same person as the Agricultural Operations, as these latte: are not per 
formed by the Adhvaryu priest Thus then, ve find that on account of the 
name ‘ Adhkvaryava, and also of the fact of such subsequent sentences 
(oceni ring in connection with the Injunction of the Jaya sacrifice), as “it 
should be done by the Adhvaryu,’ we must have the Jay4 performed by the 
Adhvaryu priest, which would be possible only if it were performed as 
subsidiary to such Vedic actions as the Darca-Pirnamasa and the like 
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ADHIKARANA (10) 


[The Ishte should be performed on the acceptance of the Horse gift ın 
connection with Vedic Sacrifices | 


Sutra (28) “The Ishte should be performed on the 
“acceptance of the ordinary Hovrse-gəft, as rt 8 
‘thes acceptance that would be sinful, while there 
would be no sinfulness attaching to that of the 
Vedic Horse-gəft, which s enjoined in the Scriptures ” 


In connection with the discussion as to the relationship of the 
Primaries among the ordinary everyday actions, and those among the 
Vedic actions,—we proceed to consider the case of those actions, with 
regaid to which it is doubtful whether their prompting cause consists of 
some action of everyday lıfe, or one of those laid down m the Veda 

[In course of the Injunction of the Arvapratigi ahéstr, we have the 
following passage, — Varuno vā ötam gə hnate yo” ¢vam pratiqrhnati, yavato’ 
(tün prategrhniyüt tüvato Varuntin catushkapaülün nirvapét’| Hence we 
find that the acceptance of the Horse gift is the prompting cause of the 
İshüt in question,—as is shown by the word ‘yd@vatuk But there arises a 
question, 1s to whether the performance of the Isht: 1s prompted, (1) by 
the acceptance of any hoise gift, (2) or by that of horse-gift received 
in ordinary hfe, (3) or by that of the horse gift received during a Vedic 
sacrifice 

Question “What do you mean by the ‘acceptance of the ordinary 
“ Horse gift, and the * acceptance of the Vedric Horse gift’? The sense of 
“this question is that the acceptance of the Horse-gift ın ordinary life is 
“cistinctly prohibited , ind in regard to the Vedic Horse-gift also, we do 
“not find any such Injunction as that “it should be accepted’, and conse 
“ quently there is no ‘acceptance of House gift’ in either case” 

In answer to this, the Siddhāntı simply shows the forms of such ac 
ceptances (of the Horse gift) independently of Injunctions and Prohibi 
tions when the Horse-gift is made apart from any sacrifices, and accepted 
sir.ply as desnable by the recipient —this acceptance 1s what is called 
the oıdınuy acceptince ot the Horse gift’, while when the gift is made 
ın connection with a sacrifice, 165 acceptance is called that of the Vedic 
Horse-gift 

In regard to the point at issue in the present Adlekurana, the current 
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idea being that the acceptance of any sort of Horse-sacrifice is the 
prompting cause of the Ishti, because of the Injunction of this sacrifice 
not specifying any particular Horse-uift, and also because of the im- 
possibility of any qualifications for the subject of a proposition,—we have, 
as against this, the Pirvapaksha that —“it is the acceptance of the ordi- 
nary Horse-gift that is the prompting cause of the Ishi.” 

The Bhāshya however has taken no notice of the theory that “the ac- 
ceptance of any Horse-gift is the prompting cause of the Isiti’; and with 
a view to justify the use of the word ‘ta’ (in the Sūtra), it takes the 
sütra as brought forvard (by the opponent) against a previous statement 
of the Szddhanta, in the following words: Inasmuch as the Ishti also is 
a Vedic action, and as it would not be desirable to assume a distinct 
result for it, we must admit that it is the acceptance of the Vedic Horse- 
gift that is the prompting cause of the Ishti. Because when the enjoined 
consequential action (the 1s2/7) is a Vedic one, it indicates its prompting 
cause also to consist of a Vedic action; and as all requirements would be 
fulfilled by this latter action, there would be no need of the Ish{z being 
connected with any action of the ordinary world. Specially as any such 
connection would necessitate the assumption of a distinct result; while in 
the case of the Vedic Horse-gift, it would be an easy matter to assume 
the fact of its helping in the sacrifice in connection with which it is 
made. 

And against this representation of the Siddhanta, we have the 
folloving— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The Ishti would be performed at the acceptance of the ordinary 
“ Horse-gift. Because the acceptance that is declared to be the cause of 
“the Ishti is that which is sinful; and as a matter of fact we find that 
“ sinfulness attaches only to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift; in 
the case of the Vedic Horse-gift. on the other hand, we do not recognise 
‘any sinfulness, as it is laid down in the Veda (and as such, cannot he 
“ sinful). 

“That is to say, the sentence‘ Varuno vit tium pratişrhntin yopram 
" pratigrhuati’ distinctly shows that the prompting cause of the Isht/ ts thet 
“acceptance of the Horse-gift witch is sinful; and it is this sinfulness that 
‘is referred to in the sentence, If this sinfuluess were enjoined in this 
sentence, then, perhaps, it could, on the strensth of this sentence, bw 
‘taken as applying to the acceptance of the Vedi. liorse-gift also. As it 
“is, howecer it is not eujoined, as no results of actions {and sinfaluers is 
“snack a realty ean form the object of Injunetion. Nor :loes the sen 
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“enjoimed could never result in anything sinful Nor does the sentence 
“ prohibit the acceptance of the Horse gift, as we do not find any mention 
“in it of that acceptance, and also because it serves the only purpose of 
“ pointing out the prompting cduse of the Ishte Thus then, ınasmneh as 
“there ıs an absolute relationship been Sinfulness and Prohibiteon, the 
“ sinfulness must be admitted only where there ıs Prohibition Then as 
“a matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition that we have 1s of the 
“acceptance of the ordinary Horse gift —e g in the sentences ‘no horses 
“ are to be given,’ ‘no such animals are to be received in gift as have two 
‘rows of teeth ’ 

“Olyection ‘The Prohibition in these sentences is found to be, 
“applying ın common to both kinds of Horse gift,—the ordinary as well 
“ as the Vedic’ 

“Reply True, ıt appears to be so, and it ıs for this very reason 
“that we take ıt as pertaining to the ordinary Horse-gift, because the 
€ Vedic one forms the subject of another distinct Injunction, and as such 
“ıt could not form the subject of a Prohibition 

o And for this reason, inasmuch as the Ishtz ıs mentioned along with 
“the said sinfulness, the former would be taken as pertamıng to the 
“acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift 

“ Objectson ‘On account of the presence of the prompting cause, 
“the acceptance of the Horse-geft would form the subject of the Proposition, 
“and as such could not be qualified by smifulness, and if the mention of 
“ sonfulness were taken as a mere eulogy of the Ishte that 1s laid down, 
“then the acceptance of even the Vedze Horse-gift would become the 
“prompting cause of that Ishtz’ 

“Reply In the sentence ın question, the senfulness is not taken as the 
“quahfication, but from the very nature of the İsAö, which is performed 
“for the removal of the evil effects of sinfulness, we infer the fact of its 
“being subsidiary to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse gift 

“That 1s t9 say, we do not take the sentence to mean—‘that accept 
sance ot the Horse gift which s sinful , all that we mean is that when 
“we look for the prompting cause of the Ishiz, the sentence puts forward 
“ the merc fact of the acceptance of the Horse gift ın general (without any 
“ specifications) That is to say, when we come to look for the purpose 
“of the Bhavana of the particular [shiz, we find that there is neither 
“proximity nor any need for such purposes as the Heaven, nor any other 
“aids to the Action,—and that the aforesaid senfulness 1s ın close proximity, 
“being spoken of in the same sentence (as the Ishte in question), but 
“the sinfulness by itself would be of no use im the Action, and as 
“such 1s incapable of being accepted by itself as the result aimed 
“at by the Ehü, and hence, for the sake of bemg compatible with the 
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“said Injunction, it stands in need of the mention of its ‘ removal,’ which 
“ would be useful for the man, and ıt ıs thus that the sınfulness comes to 
“ be connected with the Action (Isht1), as something to be removed by it 
“And as the needs of the action would be supplied by this one pnrpose 
“(the removal of sunfulnes), we cannot rightly assume any other purpose 
“for ıt Thus then we come to the conclusion that the Ishf: is to be per 
“formed where the result sought after ıs the removal of sunfulness, and 
‘then we could have a Removal only ın a place where the sunfulness 
“would be present, and the sinfulness too would be ın accordance with 
“the Prohibition, and as a matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition 
‘pertains distinctly to the Acceptance of the Ozrdasary Horse-gift, and 
“hence even without any qualification, from the very exigencies of the 
“ case, ıt must be admitted that it 1s the acceptance of the Ordznary Horse- 
“ gift that ıs the prompting cause of the Isht. This is what ıs meant by 
“the declaration (ın the Bhashya) that—The action consists of the freewng 
“ from the Varuna illness, and this is possible only in the case of the ac- 
“ ceptance of the Ordinary Horse gift 
“While pointing out the senfulness, the Bhashya says as follows 
“ Sinfulness proceeds from the acceptance of the Horse gift from the Cüdia or 
“from some other sunful person (Question) The acceptance of the gift from 
“such sinful persons even ın the course of Vedic sacrifices uould be equally 
“ snful? (Answer) Such would have been the case of the Ishti were performed 
“by the Recerver of the gift, as ut iş, at 18 performed by the Giver 
“ Against this last answer, the following objection has been raised — 
“*This last answer would apply equally to the case of the ordinary 
““ Horse-gift, as even in this case, the Giver, the Çüdra £1, would not be 
““ıncurring any sin (by the giving of the Horse), then, as for the sin 
attaching to the Receiver, that would be exactly the same in both 
“ cases 
“That is to say, if on the ground of the Isht, bemg performed by 
‘ ‘the Giver, the prompting cause of that Eski were said to be free from 
““any sinfulness attaching to ıt, —even though there would be a distinct 
‘ “sin attaching to the Receiver, due to his having received the gift from 
““"ıimproper sources, or in return for having officiated at the sacrifice of 
Some person not entitled to its performance, — then, even m the case of 
the ordenary Horse-gift, even though there might be a distinct sin 
‘* attaching to the Receiver of it from such improper sources as the Çüdra 
“ and the hke, that would not bring any sin to the door of the Giver, 
“Sand so im this case also the prompting cause of the Ishte would be 
“*without any sinfulness attaching to it If, on the other hand, it be 
“held that ıt 15 th: action of the Receiver that ıs the prompting cause 
€ of the Ishi, and that his action is certamly sinful,—then the same could 
17ə 


££ £ 
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“be said of the Yedic Horse-gift also Then if it be assumed that, in the 
“case of the Vedic Horse gift it is to be performed by the Giver, while in 
“s that of the ordinary Horse gift, by the Receiver,—it will be necessary 
“tto show particular reasons for this distinction 
“Then again, the stnfulness that we are cognisant of in the case in 
sc qnestion distinctly appears to be that which follows from the acceptance 
“cof the Horse gi't, specially as the senfuleess that would be due to the 
““*ynolean character of the Givei, would apply equally to all Gifts, and 
“eyn that case, any specification of the gift as that of the Horse would be 
“meaningless That is to say, if the mere Recewer of gifts from unclean 
"5 € sources were meant, he could not be specified as one who recerves the gift of 
“ "a horse, because the unclean character of the source of the gift would 
“* apply equally to all gifts (and not to that of the Horse only) 
“Thus then, masmuch as ve find the Bhashya, ın the first mstance, 
“ “ speaking of the action of the Rece.ver, and then latterly, of that of the 
€ Giver,—the whole thing would be unconnected (and irrelevant) ” 
“ Some people offer the following explanation (on behalf of the 
“Bhüshya) Irrespective of the Szddhdnta of the next Adhzkarana, what 
“the Bödshya has here biought forvard 1s the theory that the Isht: 1s to 
“ be performed by the Eecevter of the gift, as in ordinary life it is the 
“ acceptance of the Horse gift that is prohibited, by such sentences as one 
“c should not accept the gift of such animals as have two rows of teeth’, 
“and under the circumstances, the receiving of such a gift from the Çüdra 
“is all the more reprehensible On the other hand, im connection with 
“ sacrifices, the receiving of such a gift is quite allowable for the Prests 
“(in view of such Vedic sentences as lay down the Horse as the sacn- 
“ficial gift) It might be argued that what such sentences lay down 18 
“only the giving of the horse, not its acceptance But this would be most 
“improper, as the Injunction of the giff implies that of acceptance also, 
“inasmuch as the ‘gzft’ 18 not complete until the ownership of the 
‘recipient has been fully established by his acceptance of the gift And 
“then again, ın the case of all actions, the Injunction is accepted as rest 
“ng in the conzpletzon ot the action enjoined, and hence the Injunction 
' ‘should give the horse’ must be accepted as signifying the renunciation 
“of one’s ownership an, the thing given, and “ke oringing about of the owner 
“ship of another person , and thus we find that the very Injunction of the 
" Gift involves that of the Accepiunce also And further, when we find 
“that the dAcveptunce 1s made in the course of the Action, and 1, accom 
panied by Mantras and othe: 1est1ictions how can we believe that 1t 18 
“not pou ted vut by the Injuncuon? If the Acceptance itself were not 
“enjomeu, thin why should we Lave the details cf its procedure fin the 
sham of the repetition of certa1 Mantras, etc ) distinctly "did vn 4 
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‘the Veda? Or, why should the neglect of any such details have created 
“any discrepancy ın the action of Acceptance itself ? 

“But the explanation that we have to offer is as follows The sen 
“Tİence — one should give gifts to the Priests "—lays down the giving, 
“while as for the acceptance, as its possibility is already established by 
* the covetousness of the Priest, and by the fact of its forming a part of 
“ his livelihood,—that does not form the object of Injunction The ex- 
“pression ‘should give’ does not mean ‘should accept’ It might have 
“been taken as necessarily imphed by xt, if the Injunction of ‘giving’ 
“were absolutely impossible without that of the ' Acceptance’ As a 
“matter of fact, however, we find that the needs of the Tnjanction of 
““giving” are fulfilled even by such acceptance as would be dictated by 
“the inherent covetousness of the Priests, and consequently, the former 
“Injunction ttself could not necessarıly imply that of the latter, specially 
“as even hundreds of Injunctions could not urge the Man to activity, in 
“the way that his covetousness would Then again, even if the Inyjune 
“tion pertained to the actual completion of the action enjoined (that of 
““giving’ £1), yet the creation of the ownership of another person (which 
“18 said to be the completion of the action of gwing) would be the func 
“tion of the giver We find that ın such cases, there are two distinct 
“functions, —one, that of the Receiver, consisting of the acceptance, and 
“another, that of the Giver, consisting of the making over of the gift to the 
“person, and enabling him to accept if And as a matter of fact, we find 
‘that ıt is this latter that is enjomed, and not the former Hence, just 
“as im the case of the Injunction of the Purchasing of Soma, we find 
“that its selling (by the vendor), being possible by the mere covetonsness 
“ of this latter (for the object he would receive in exchange), does not form 
“The object of the Injanction, nor does it form a part of the sacrifice (for 
‘which the Soma 1s purchased),—so, m the same manner, in the case in 
“question also, the Acceptance would neither be enjomed, nor form part of 
“the Action (of grwng) Then, as for the Injunction of the procedure to 
“be adopted in the acceptance of a gift,—that could be taken as being in 
“reference to such acceptance as is emphed (and not directly enjorned },— 
“the sense of the Injunction of the Procedure bemg— when one accepts a 
“ gift as a means of livelihood, he should do it in such and such a manner ” 

“Objection If such be the case, then, masmuch as the Acceptanre 
“ would only be for the sake of a certain end desirable by Man, the Mantra, 
“ete also in connection therewith would come to be the same ’ 

“Reply That would not matter much, becaase the idea that we 
“ obtain from the Context 1s that ‘the gift that Lelps in the com xet ca 
“of the saciiiice ıs such as ends in its acceptance in such and ci 
“manner And thus, even tnough the Procedure os connecte İn as 
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“ Acceptance, it would realiy belong to the giving itself; and hence it is 
“this giving that should be taken as the object of Injunction. Such 
“being the case, though the Accepiance is not enjoined, yet, as regards 
“the gifts of the Oow, etc. we have no prohibition of their acceptance, 
“ and hence there would be no sin attaching to the acceptance of such gifts. 
“ As regards the acceptance of the gift of the Horse however, inasmuch as 
“wo have a distinct prohibition of it, if one should be found willing to 
“disobey the Prohibition and accept the gift of the horse,—him alone 
“ should the sacrificer appoint as the Priest (to officiate at the sacrifice) in 
“which the sacrificial gift consists of the Horse. Just as in the case of a 
“ Brühmana-killer performing the Agvamédha sacrifice,—in accordance 
“with the Injunction ‘Brahmahd@ gvamédhéna yağata) —this Injunction 
“would certainly pertain to such a Priest as would be willing, and covet- 
“ous enough, to officiate at the sacrifice of one who has ‘fallen’ (decep in 
‘“‘sin). But it cannot be believed that sach ofictatiny is enjoined by the 
“ Apparent Inconsistency of the former Injunction (of the Açvamedaa). 
“In the same manner, in the case in question also, we cannot admit of 
“there being any Injunction for the acceptance of the Horse-gift. Thus 
“ then, inasmuch as the sinfulness attaching to the acceptance would be 
“presont as much in case of the ordinary Horse-gift, as in that of the 
“ Vedic one, the sinfulness could not be taken as specifying the occasion 
“for the performance of the Ishti. 

“ There is yet another explanation of the Bhäshuu passage in question ; 
“it is as follows: In the case of the ordinary Horso-gift, the Ishti would 
“€ be performed by the Receiver; while in that of the Vedic one, it would 
“be performed by the Giver; as in this latter, it forms part of ‘the 
“sacrifice that is being performed by tho latter; but as for the ucceplance, 
“it is sinful in both cases ; as in the former, it is actually prohibited, and 
“in the latter also it is not distinctly allowed (ov enjoined), But as for 
“ the giving, ib is actually enjoined in the case of the latter. And thus 
“the explanation given in tho Bhdshya is the only one that is admissible. 

“ Or again, it may be that in both cases, the Ishti is performed by 
“the Giver, Then as for the giving, we find that this, in ordinary lifo, 
“ is distinctly prohibited, as will be shown under the Dakshinddhikarana, 
“where we find the declaration—' Horses would have been very usoful, if 
“their giving and acceptance were not both prohibited’; and in connection 
“with the Vagvajzt sacrifice, when one is said to give away all his property, 
“the Horse is not given, simply because its giving is prohibited. In the 
“case of the Paundurika sacrifice however, we find it distinctly laid down 
“that the sacrilicial gift should consist of ‘a thousand horses,’ and in 
“connection with the Joylishtoma also, the giving of one horse is laid 
“down as necessary; and hence as regards these two particular cases, 
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“the general Prohibition is set aside by these particular Injunctions, and 
“hence such gwing 18 not considered sinful And hence we conclude that 
“ the Isht: has to be performed only by one who, in ordinary life, makes a gift 
“ of the horse, in the way of a friendly present and the hke , and also by 
“one who sells the horse , as ın the case of sellang also, we have the ele- 
“ment of renouncing one’s own oune ship and creating that of another, and 
“as such it fulfills all the conditions of the denotation of the Verb ‘to 
“give”: Nor do we accept that alone as ‘ gift’ which is given for the sake 
“of an imperceptible result, because it is after the character of the“ gift’ 
‘ has been established, that we come to ascertain whether ıt leads to a 
“perceptible or an imperceptible result Though the gift that brings about 
“a perceptible 1esult (ın the shape of the money that he receives for the 
“ thing sold) is spoken of by means of the word ‘ selling’ (and not ‘ gift’), 
“yet there would be nothing meongruous in the two words (‘selling’ and 
“‘ gft’), of which the former is only a particular form of the latter, 
“applymg to the same action (of ‘ selling’) In ordinary experience also, 
“ vre find that when a man has sold paddy, he says, ‘I have giren away the 
“paddy,” and he who has bought it, says, ‘I have taken the paddy’, and 
“hence the selling also is a gaff, and as such the selling also of the horse 
“would constitute the prompting cause of the Ishte 

“€ Objection ‘Inasmuch as we find the horse mentioned among the 
“things that should be given as sacrificial gifts, such for instance as 
“Cloth, Hor e, Land, etc , etc ,—we cannot believe the giving of the Horse 
“to be sinful ’ 

‘Reply The giving of the Horse would not be sinful, in a case 
“where it is laid down as the object to be given In the sentence that 
“yon speak of, we have only an enumeration of the things to be given, 
“and not an actual Injunction of the giving away of those things Thus 
‘then, inasmuch as the enumeration stands in need of the Injunction of 
“ guung away, we must conclude that the said declaration of the Horse as 
‘ an object of gift pertains to that action in connection with which the 
“€ Horse ıs specially enjomed as to be given away, while for the Cow and 
“ other things, that are not probibited even ın a general way, they might 
“be aömıtted as gifts even in those cases where what 1s laid down 1s the 
“ mere ‘ gung’ in general 

“For these reasons, we conclude that ıt ıs the acceptance of the 
“ordinary Horse-gift that ıs the prompting cause of the Ishi: ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (29) It ıs an Arthavada, because we do not 
actually find (the Varune-illness) following (from the 
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acceptance of the Horse gift), consequently, the Ishté 
should be taken as to be performed wm connection 
with a sacrafice 


If the Dht im question were meant to serve the purpose of removing 
the evil effects of an action, then, it might be taken as pertaining to the 
acceptance of the ordinary Horse gift As a matter of fact, however, it 
1s not meant to serve that purpose Because it 1s only when 4 certain 
evil effect has been cognised by some othe: means that a certain action 
can be he'd to be meant for the purpose of removing that effect, m the 
case in question, however, we find that the evil effect that is here spoken 
of does not exist 


That is to say, when we find an evil effect mentioned ın the sentence 
laying down a certain Action, we recognise that evil effect to be some- 
thing to be removed, in the case ın question, however, we find that the 
evil effect that ıs mentioned is not cognised, by any means of knowledge, 
as existing in the cise of the acceptance of the ordinary Horse gift,— even 
though it is found to be prohibited, as we find that ‘an attack of Dropsy’ 
18 vhe evil effect mentioned in connection with the action, by the word 
‘Varuna’, but im none of the works on Medicine do we find the acceptance 
of the ordinary Horse-gift as the cause of that illness, nor do we find this 
to be 1ts cause, either by Sense perception or by Inference, or by any other 
means of knowledge, no: 1s it spoken of in the sentence—‘ One should not 
give the horse,’ and ‘One should not accept the gift of the anim. that 
has two rows of teeth’, because the sentence says nothing as to the fact 
of the acceptance of the gift bemg the cause of ‘an attack of Dropsy’, 
specially as all that the sentence (enjoining the Fshf:) does is to lay down 
an action for the removal of that evil effect, which 1s merely referred to as 
already existing As for the evil effect—in the shape of ‘fall into hell’ 
—that is assumed on the strength of the said Prohibition, it is not 
whit is spoken of m the sentence in question, because the sentence, which 
is in the form—‘Varund vð öfam grhnat.’—can never express the ‘fall 
into hell” 


If all evil effects be spoken of as ‘ Varuna’—that which ‘covers? 
(‘vrnole ), and hence an attack of this were spoken of as the effect (of 
the acceptance of the Horse gift) —then, in that case, we would be aban 
doning the well known fact of the expression ‘ Varuna grhita’ meaning 
‘an attack of Diopsy’ And further, if we accepted the aforesaid etymo 
logical signification of the word ‘Varuna, masmuch as in the case of 
the Vedic Horse giji also, we find a certam pain consequent upon the 
giving away, as also in the recewwiny, which entails the tiouble of keepmg 
and feeding the horse, thee would be an ‘attack of Vurunu (pain) , and 
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sence the mere presence of the ‘evil effect’ would not justify our tak.ng 
the Isht: as pertaining to the case of the ordinary Horse gift, as also to that 
of the Ved:c one The Bhüshya biings forward the pain entailed in the 
keeping and feeding af the anımal, thougl belonging to the Receiver,— 
because 1t has not yet been proved that his action is not the cause fo: the 
Ishts (because the fact of the Isht: being performed by the giver will be 
proved im the next Adhikarana) Öl ıt may be taken as said with rere: 
erce to the grier, who also, prior to his creatmg che ownership of another, 
has got to undergo all the trouble of keeping and feeding the anımal And 
further, Dharma (Virtue) also 1s found to corer the man, while he exists 
ın the metempsychic current, as the body that ‘covers’ the Person ıs not 
made of sin alone 

Consequently, whether we take the word ‘Varuna in its elymo 
logical sense, or in that which belongs to it as a complete whole,—in any 
case, the ‘ evel effect’ that ıt signifies cannot be cognised as belonging to the 
acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift, and hence there being no ‘jollow 
wg’ of the principal effect, the sentence ‘ yo’guan pratigrhnat, etc” must 
be taken as a mere Arthavdda 

And what this Arthav@da does is to eulogise, through metaphorical 
imposition, the event, described in the passage ‘ Prapdpatervarundya, ete ,’ 
as holding good at the present tıme also,—the purport of the eulogy being 
this (1) ‘Just as Prajāpatı was attacked by Varuna (Dropsy), so also 
even at the present time, the same evil effect comes about whenever there 
s an acceptance of the Horse gift, (2) just as for Prayapatı, the Varuni 
Ishte proved the means of freedom from that disease, so also, at the pre- 
sent time, ıs the same Ishte known to be a means of freedom from the 
same, (8) consequently, just as bemg attached by Dropsy Prayapatı 
performed the Varuni Isht: for getting rid of that disease, so at the pre- 
sent tıme, one who happens to be attacked by the same disease should 
perform the same Isht, ' 

And then, masmuch as we find no result mentioned ın the sentence 
itself (as following from that Ishte), we could assume either Heaven (an 
the case of the performance of İsAf, on the acceptance of the ordinary 
Horse gift), or the aid accorded to a sacrifice (in the case of 11s perform- 
ance on the acceptance or the Vedic Horse gift), to be its result But we 
find that it 1s very much easier to assume its relatio bp with a sacrifice 
than that with any such thing as Heaven, as we find no reason for the 
proxmity of this latter (to the Ishte), while we find its proximity to the 
Vedic Action (of sacrifice) established by the fact of .ts having the 
common character of being Vedic, as also by the Acceptance of the Horse- 
gift Itis the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift falling within the sacrifice, 
that 1s recognised to be the prompting cause of the Ishiz, and as such it 
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brings up the Primary sacrifice (of which it forms part), which it included 
ın the Procedure occupying the same place as the said Ishte, and thus 
there being a mutual want, tlus would establish between these two (the 
Ish and the Horse sacrifice) the relationship of the Primary and the 
Subsidiary 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Isht is to be per 
formed by one who has accepted the Hoise-gift at a Vedro sacrifice 


ADHIKARANA (11). 
[The Varuni Ishti is to be performed by the Giver of the Horse]. 


Sütra (30): “ Tt ds not laid down (for the Giver); because 
“of the difference in the functions (of the Giver and 
the Receiver).” 


In regard to the Ishti dealt with in the foregoing Adhtkaraga, we now 
proceed to consider the question as to whether it is to be performed by 
the Receiver of the Horse-gift or by the Giver of it. 

Question: “€ When we have the sentence— yo "çesmprafigr Analı, etc.’ 
‘distinctly laying it down for the Beceiver, wherefore should there 
“ arise any such question ? ” 

Reply: Because the beginning of the passage is found to begin with 
a sentence that points to the Giver, —i.e. the sentence ‘ Praydpatir 
Varūnāya, etc.’—as we shall show later on. 

Question: “Well, in that case, inasmuch as the rest of the sentence 
“points to the Giver, the question sought to be dealt. with here will have 
“ been fully settled by the Law enunciated in the Saira I—~iv—29; and 
“ there would be no use of taking up the present Adhikarana at all.” 

Reply: It is only a doubtful point that has been said in that sūtra, 
as to be settled by the “rest of the sentence’ (Vükyaçösha), but in the 
case in question, we find that when the matter is definitely settled by the 
object of the Injunction itself,—what else is there that could be done by 
‘the rest of the sentence’? It is only when the object of the Injunction 
is doubtful that there can be nothing incongruous in the doubt being 
settled by reference to the ‘rest of the sentence.’ In a case, on the other 
hand, where the object of the Injunction is definitely known, the superior 
authority of the Injunction would justify us in rejecting the indications of 
the ‘Rest of the Sentence.’ 

Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the sentence ‘ Pragi- 
patir Varundya, ele” describes Prajapati as the Giver, and Varuna as the 
Receiver of the gift; then again, the sentence ‘sa svaim Dévatam anayat’ 
points to Prayüpati, by means of the word ‘sa,’ inasmuch as this word has 
the same case-ending (the Nominative) as ‘ Pray@patih’ in the previous 
sentence, and as such the two are coextensive; and Prajapati’s ‘own 
Deity ” (“ Soa Dévata’) would be Varuna; because it is he that has been 
previously mentioned as the Recipient of the offering; and Prajapat 
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own self could not be ‘his own Deity,’ because, if the same thing had the 
mutually contradictory characters of the Nominative and Recipient, one 
of these two will have to be taken as figurative. Nor can Varuna be taken 
as the Giver to Prajdpati; because that would involve a reversing of the 
case-endings (i.e. the Nominative in “ Pra/dipatığ” and the Dative in 
“Varunüya would have to change places). Consequently the sentence must 
be taken to mean that —" Praiapati, having given the horse, got to Varuna ; 
and thereby he burst ”—i.e. the skin of his stomach burst owing to Dropsy 
and Oedema—" He saw the Catushkupala-sacrifice, and performed it’—the 
word ‘he’ referring to Prajapati, it is he that is spoken of as the Person 
that performed the sacrifice; and not Varuna, as he has been previously 
shown to be the Recipient of the offering ; and certainly it is not possible 
for Varuna to offer the sacrifice to himself ; because the offering that would 
be made toone’s self, would not be ‘given.’ And thus we find that the 
sense of the whole passage comes to be this—‘ Prajapati, having given the 
horse to Varuna, and thereby being attacked with Dropsy, got rid of that 
disease by performing the Varuni Ishti; consequently if one should happen 
to make the gift of a horse, he should perform the same Ishfi,’—which shows 
that the Jshtz has to be performed by the Giver. Then again, inasmuch 
as the accessories of a sacrifice are its subsidiaries, it is necessary that they 
should have the same performer as the Primary sacrifice; and in the case 
in question it is the Performer of the Primary sacrifice that is the owner 
and the Giver of the Horse. 

Notwithstanding all this, however, inasmuch as we find the object of 
the Injunction (‘ yo evan pratigrhniyat, etc.’) and the Arthavada (‘ Prajapatvh, 
etc.’) having contrary significations,—there should be no doubt as to which 
of these should be accepted (as it is well known that the Injunction is more 
authoritative than the Arthavada); and as such the law of the Sūtra 1— 
iv—29; and thus it would be necessary to accept the signification of one 
of these two and reject that of the other. And to this effect, it would be 
necessary to consider the whole of the passage in question, frorh beginning 
to end fund reconcile the indications of its first portion with those of the 
last); ail as tuis could not be done easily, it is absolutely necessary that 
we shoul! devote a distinct ldhikarana to this question. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


“Inasmuch as the Arthavāda depends for its functioning upon the 
“object of the Injunction, it is subservient to its purpose, and without 
“it, it would be absolutely meaningless,—and as the Injunction is quite 
“ capalılo of seryiug its purpose, even without the Arthavrada,—as we have 
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enlogy of that whirh i~ enjoined, and not the Injunction of 
zuat which is eulogised, “ənsə of the needs of the eulogy being 
“supplied by the İnyuncük - -: must be admitted that, in accordance 
“with the law of the Suf.- o's :, navirodhē cu tüdarthyüt” (XII—ii— 
“25), it is the Arthardic ` + ~hould be rejected as inadmissible, Spe- 
“cially as Arthavad-s are tl işs” x dto pertain to objects that have been 
“subject to other me.n- -` Aron idge; and hence it is only proper that 
“ these should be taken in thi: secondary (indirect) significations, and 
“ not that which forms th! obput of a Direct Injunction. Because such 
“Tojunctions have for their object something that has not been subject 
“to any other means of knowledge; and as such an assumption, in the 
“ case of these, of any signification other than the direct one would be 
“wholly unwarrantable. Us: instance, we have already shown before that 
“it is Arthavadas—like + uryuiambarak, "ddülyo yüpah,) ete.—that are 
“taken in their indirect tizurative sense, and not any of the Injunctions; 
“and for this there could be no other reason except what we have just 
“ pointed out. . 

“ Consequently, even though the first portion of the passage—which 
“is an Artharfida—is a distinct eulogy of the action of the Giver, yet it 
“ should be taken as indirectly ‘garat vely! applying to its correlative, 
“the action of the Receiver; just as in the case of the séntence ‘ apo vat 
“ çüntüh” (vide supra). 

“Thus then, on account of the tws functions, of Giving and Receiving, 
“being wholly distinct and different, this action (Jshtz), that we find 
“ mentioned in connection with the Rer: cer we can never accept as laid 
“down for the Giver. i 

“The word tea’ in the <itr sir di be taken as used in place of ‘tu,’ 
“ just as in the sentence ‘Kf vb: həc muğ, etes 

“ Or, the sūtra may be taken as—we do not believe the yajamana to 
“be laid down as the Pert oor of the Dekel. 

‘Or it may msau—th actiou of the y.yzma-a we cannot accept as 
“the prompting cause of the Diti.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (31): On account of Indications, it should have 
to be performed by the Person appointing the 
Priests (for the sacrifice). 

The said Ishti would be performed hy the * Arivija’—i.e. by the 
yajumana,—the word being explained as ‘one who is the lord or appointer 
of the Rtvik priests.’ Or the word may be taken as applying to the 
yajyamana by reason of this latter also being a ‘ Rtvik, like the Brahma, 


1404 TANTRA-VARIIKA ADH 1II—PADA IV ADHI (11) 


as shown under the sūtra I11—vnu —38, and hence the offering made by 
the yaşamüna also may be spoken of as the ‘drtwya’ offering Or 
the sütra may be explained thus There bemg a doubt as to whether 
the Isht: would be done by the yayaména or the Rivek, we should conclude 
ıt to belong to one, with whom it would be poimted out by Indicative 
power to be connected 

We now proceed to show how the fact of the prompting cause of the 
Ishte consisting of a certain functioning of the yajamana 1s pointed out by 
Indications Furst of all, we hold that there ıs one Indicative Force im the 
shape of the capability of the Action itself, and the second 1s that belong- 
ing to the sentence, and cognisable by looking closely into what precedes 
and follows ıt 

(1) It has been almost proved in the previous Adhzkarana that the 
Isht. is to be performed by the Gzver of the Horse, and when it 18 definitely 
ascertained that the İshf ıs a subsidiary of that sacrifice at which the 
Horse 1s given and accepted as the sacrificial gift,—then, m accordance 
with the Law, that ‘the Primary and its subsidiaries should all be per- 
formed at the same place, and by the same person, 1t follows that the Ish: 
ıs to be performed by the same person that performs the said sacrifices , 
and the person that performs ıs also the giver of the Horse-gift, ın accord- 
ance with the sūtra III—vuı—l, and hence there can be no doubt as to 
the fact that the İsAf, should be performed by the Giver of the horse 
There 1s a peculiar potentiality in the subsidiary, whereby ıt 1s only when 
16 18 performed by the same person that performs its Primary sacrifice, 
that ıt can help ın the completion of this latter, —whıch it can never do, 
1f performed by another person And hence, in the Ishtz, the duties that 
belong to the priests would be performed by them just as im the case of 
the Primary sacrifice, while they could not perform that which belongs 
to the yayamana 

(2) Even though this ıs a fauly vvell-establıshed fact, yet, inasmuch 
as some people might have doubts caused by certain misconceptions 
arising out of the apparent contradiction of the first portion of the pas- 
sage by the subsequent portions, it 1s necessary to consider the present 
Adhakarana, for the setting aside of those doubts And as a matter of fact, 
we find that the potency of the syntactical connection, from beginning to 
end, ıs such as distinctly pomts to the fact of the Isht. being performed 
by the Giver Because the sentence does not extend only so far as that— 

One should perform as many catushkupiila sacrifices as there may be 

horses that he accepts’, but ıt ıs found to begin with quite a different 
sentence—‘ Pray apatervarunadyagvamanayat, etc , and it has already been 
exolamed that this latter points to the fact of the Isht: being performed 
by the Giver 
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Objection “TIt ıs trae that this has been explamed , but ıt has also 
“been explaiued that the indications of the frst portion of the passage 
“(1e * Prayapater varun”iya, etc”) are rejected by the superior authority 
“ of the Injunction ( yo’¢uain pracigrhnatz, etc”) ” 

Reply It 1s not so, because the indications of the eulogy me set 
aside by the Injunction, only when this latter has fully obtained its foot 
ing, m the case in question, however, the Injunction with regard to the 
Receiver of the gift (for performing the Ishte) has not quite obtained its 
footing, at the tıme that we come across the Artharāda 

If the Injunction in question had been fully established, as referring 
to the Mecezver,—then there would have been no need for the discussion 
at all Asa matter of fact, however, we find that ıt has not been so 
established Because ıt ıs only in a case where the Arthavida appears 
after the Injunction, that the latte: 1s fully established independently by 
itself (before the Arihavada comes to view), whereas when it 1s the 
Arihavüda that appears before the Injunction, f nis latter is always based 
upon, and conditioned by, the former 

That ıs to say, even though the A? thavadais subservient to the Injunc- 
tion, yet there 1s another peculiarity in their mutual relationship, due to 
the order of sequence ın which they appear In all cases, the idea that 
is the first to appear easily obtains a footing, by reason of the second 
idea to the contrary not yet having appeared on the scene,—as ın accond- 
ance with the süfre X11—n-—253, and as shown under the Crufilingadhi- 
karana (I1II—in—14), while that which appears subsequently, does so in 
connection with an object that ıs aleady pervaded over by a former idea 
to the contrary , and as such being opposed from the very beginning, by 
the former idea, it could not but appear, in a form ın keeping with that 
idea, and as such its characte: is likely to be reversed before it succeeds 
in obtaining a footing 

Consequently ın the case in question, we reject that difference in 
the bearings of the Injunction and the Arthavada which is based upon 
their intrinsic character, —ın view of the difference caused by the orde: 
of sequence ın which they are found to appear, and then we find— 
(a) that the first and the last portions of the passage, pointing, as they do, 
to the performability of the Ishte by the Giver and the Receiver respective- 
ly, have mutually contradictory mdications , (b) that under the circum- 
stances the two cannot be reconciled, (c) that if each of them be taken 
independently of the other, ıt would be hkely to become meaningless, 
as then mutual proximity wonld not allow them to have the support 
of any other Arthavdda and Injunctzon (respectively ), their need for such 
a support would remain unsupplied Consequently, ın view of the fact 
of a reconciliation between them being absolutely necessary, when we 
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come to take them as pertaining to the same subject, we do not find it 
possible to completely abandon the notion of the Ahi belonging to the 
Giver, which was the first to appear on the scene unopposed, and hence 
in view of the superior claims of this notion, we come to take the subsequent 
notion of the connection of the Ishte with the Receiver, before it has quite 
obtained its footing, as figuratively (indirectly) indicating its connection 
with the Giver, by reason of the Verb ‘ griniyaé’ (in the Injunction) 
bemg taken as indicative of the Causal Verb ‘gr@hayét’* (offers). 

And further, this way of taking the whole enables us to keep the 
form of the rest of the sentence intact (the only change necessary being 
that of the Verb ‘ grhniyat’ into ‘ gritiayét,’)—while in the other case (if 
we were to modify the Arthavada in accordance with the Injunction), the 
whole of the former would be found entirely incompatible (and hence calling 
for modifications) That isto say, the Arthavéda, as modified in accordance 
with the changes necessitated by the latter view, would come to have this 
absurd form:—‘Prajapati obtained the horse from Varuna, and then he 
got to his Deity from whom he had recesved the gift, ete., ete.: while in 
accordance with my view, the only change that is necessitated is that of 
the ordinary form ‘ grhn@tz’ into the causal form ‘ gra@huycate ’ 

It has been argued above that the Injunction is possessed of an 
authority superior to that of the Ariharüda. We readily admit that that 
which is an Injunction is of superior authority, but in the case in 
question, we have no such Injunction as that ‘the Ishte should be per- 
formed by the Receiver of the gift.’ 

In the case of all sentences, what is not signified by the previous 
words, or is required by them, that alone is taken out of the subsequent 
words; and nothing beyond that, even if some such be found to be actually 
signified by these latter. For instance, we shall show, in Adhyaya X, 
that, ın the case of the sentence “sairüdudatusdya, the very presence of 
the ‘ Kiva’ affix inCicates that, in the action following the said Udavasina 
also, we should have, just as in this action of the Udavasina, many per- 
formers independent of one another, and not necessarily acting conjointly 
(as no significance would be attached to this conjoint action, on account 
of thoir being the subject of the proposition}; and then follows the sen- 

“prehihaçamaniyanina yajëran’; and in this, the nominative agents 
forming the Predicate, though their plurality and conjoint activity are duly 
ognised, are not found to be required by the former sentence, and hence 
they are not regarded to be of any consequence. 

Similarly , in the case in question, as soon as we come i recognize 
the Arthavyada,—" Prajdpatirvarusdya, eto? —as eulogising the Jshf: as the 
means of freeing the Giver of the horse from the attack of 77: 
have an idea that there still remains something ansaid which requires to 
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be said on the subject; and this something is ascertained to be the Injunc- 
tion of this İshti. And then, one Person, who has been previously recog- 
nised as the object of the Injunction, looking forward to the Inference of 
the Injunction (as pointed out by the Arthav@da), stands in need of that 
Injunction only, and nothing else besides that. And as for the Arthavdda 
and the Injunction, both of them are equally capable of signifying their 
own respective objects; and the only faculty that the Arihacüda does not 
possess, is that of enjoining; and hence it is only the element of Injunction 
that it would borrow from the subsequent Injunction; but by this bor- 
rowing, it does not take in all the other factors also of the Injunction ; 
as it does not stand in need of these. Consequently, inasmuch as the use 
of the Injunctive Affix for the sake of the mention of the prompting cause 
(of the Isk¢i) would not be possible without a Verbal Root, it becomes 
necessary to use some Verbal Root or other; and we find the root ‘ grhnatz’ 
used (in ‘grhaiydt’), which is however taken in the sense of the funetion- 
ing of the Giver (and hence there is nothing incongruous in the use of the 
word ‘grhniydt’). If ve did not take the two (the Injunction and the 
Arthaviida) thus, the sense of the whole would be—‘ because in olden times 
the Giver of the Horse did so and so, therefore at the present time, 
the Receiver should do likewise, —which would be wholly irrelevant and 
absurd. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction also has 
referred to the Giver as described in the Ariharüda. All this we have 
explained in detail, under the Süfra ILI—iii—1. 

Objection: “Then, inasmuch as it will have been dealt with under that 
“ Sūtra, there would be no need of the present Adhikarana.” 

Reply: True; it has been dealt with under that Sūtra. But still, 
we find it necessary to take up the present Adhikarana, with a view to 
setting aside the misconceptions produced by other Bhashyas (on the 
Sitras). 

If this were not necessary, then, we could take the two sdtrus (dealt 
with under the present Adhitarana) along with the foregoing Adhzkarana, 
in the following manner :—The Parvapnksha-sitra (30) may be taken as 
putting forward the following views : —“ Just like the actions of Alambhu 
“and Niürrdpa, the action of accepting the korse would be exactly similar in 
“ordinary life and in the Veda; and as such there being no absolute con- 
“ comitance (between the said acceplance and a Vedic action), the accept- 
“ ance could not be taken as necessarily forming part of the Vedic sacrifice ; 
“and hence we must conclude that the acceptance is not enjoined as 
“belonging to the sacrifice, specially as the two actions (of acceptance and 
“ sacrifice) being wholly different, there is no cause for such ascertain- 
“ment.” 
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To the above arguments, the S:ddhdnta sūtra (81) may be taken as 
offering the followmg reply “58 lımgādārtvyē syat” , that 1s to say, the 
Ishte would be performed in the case of that Horse-gift which is made to 
the sacrificial Priests, because of the indicative power pointing to the 
Vedac and Sacrificial character (of the action), as though the Injunctive 
Affix (ın ‘grhniyat’) serves the purpose of pomting ont the prompting 
cause (of the Ishtz), yet ıt can be taken as supplyimg the Indication ın 
question, the sense of the Indication being that it is only the Vedic action 
that ıs generally found to be connected with the Injunctive Affix, which 
never relates to any ordinary action of the world 

Or, we may have the Pürcapaksha independently of the süfras, and 
in that case, both the sütras (30 and 31) would be taken as supplying the 
answer to that Purvapaksha , the sense of tlis reply bemg as follows — 
Inasmuch as the ordinary (Horse-gift) 18 not enjoined, there can be no 
idea of that forming the prompting cause of the Ishte (as explained 
before), as ıt might be argued that,—‘ the action of the acceptance of the 
Horse-gift being one and the same, there could be no difference between 
the Vedic and the ordinary gift, and hence both are equally capable of 
serving as the prompting cause of the Ishte,” —ıt 18 added (in the next 
sutra) that ıt ıs not so, because there zs a deference in the actrons, that is 
to say, the Vedic Horse gift differs from the ordinary Horse-gzft, on the 
following points (1) the former is enjoined, while the latter 1s not, (2) 
they ocenr at different places, and times, etc, (3) they are distinct 
individuals, and on the ground of this difference there would be a restric- 
tion as to the capability of serving as the prompting cause (of the Jshf:) 
In fact, the ordinary Horse gift 18 distinctly prohibited, and hence there 
would be an absolute absence of that, ın all matters relating to the Veda 
Consequently only that can be regarded as the said prompting cause, the 
existence of which is a certainty Nor is the acceptance of the Horse gift 
mentioned simply with a view to the pomtung ont of the prompting cause , as 
the mention ends with the mere pointing out of the particular relationship 
between the two Consequently, we come to the conclusion that the Isht 
forms part of the procedure to be observed ın the gung away of the Horse, 
and this use of the Isht, shows that the giving away meant is that con- 
nected with Vedic sacrifices Thus then the Ishe cannot be taken as 
related to anything that 1s not enjouned 

Though both the above interpretations of the two sitras were possible, 
yet1t was for a special purpose that the Bhashya propounded a distinct 
Adhtkarana (out of these sutras) 

Then as for the word ‘ grhsdfz) inasmuch as 1t1s never found to be 
used, ın that form, ın the sense of the Causative, ıt might lead to a mis- 
conception , and hence ıt should be taken ın its indirect sense (as indicat- 
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mg the causative of accepting), specially as ıt is quite possible for the 
causative to be spoken of as the caused Or, inasmuch as the Nominative 
character resides in the causative also, when the causal character would 
be meant to be spoken of, then, ın that case, we would have the causative 
affix, even in connection with the 1006 signifying the functionmg of the 
caused, while when the mere Nommative character would be meant to 
be expressed, then even without the causative affix,—anyone who, ın some 
way or other, helps in the accomplishment of the Acceptance of the Horse 

gift, we may speak as ‘ accepting’ (‘ grhnaüt?) 

For instance, in the sentence “ he tills the ground with six ploughs, — 
we find that, though the word ‘tills’ signifies the making of the lines of 
furrows, yet through the force of the mention of the ‘six ploughs,’ we take 
the Veub as indicating the action of the Director of the Ploughing, as the 
actual operating of sx ploughs could not be done by any single Plough 
man, consequently we conclude that the Person, who dı ects the opera 
tions of all the sıx Plonghmen, 1s also the Performer of the telling, through 
these men, and hence ıt ıs he that comes to be spoken of as ‘ tilling the 
ground with six ploughs ’ 

Similarly, the root ‘granāti’ having its signification conditioned by 
the Arthavdda, would come to be taken as indicating the function of the 
person causing the grahana or acceptance (+e the Giver) As for Verbal 
roots, ıt 18 a well known fact that they are endowed with multifarious 
potentialities (of signification) , and as such they conld be used in the 
simple as well as in the causal sense,—as has been shown under the 
Bhavarthadhkarana (I1I—1i—1 et seq), and ıt often happens that, in 
view of the pecular character of thew auxiliaries, they are taken even 
in such a sense as is not generally known 

For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ pratigrhniyat’ mn the 
sentence ın question, has been used in the sense of ‘ dadyat’ (should give), 
and hence the Isht: ın question should be performed by the Giver of the 
Horse 

To the above conclusion, some people make the following objections 
— In the passage, as read im the text of the Mazirüyan? Rescension of the 
“ Yuşurveda, we find the first sentence of the passage ın question read as 
“sq esho çoah pratyrhyaté’, and thus this bemg qarte in keeping with 
“ the subsequent Injunction, it is clearly cognisable that the İshf: 18 to be 
“ performed by the Person receiving the Horse-gift ” 

To this some people make the tollowimg reply Our position having 
been proved, by reasonings, to be stronger than yours, ıf we come to be 
vanquished by means of another scriptural text, what can we do? 

But this fear of bemg ‘vanquished’ ıs wholly groundless Because 
even if we had another serrptural text distinctly layıng down t'e perform- 
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ance of the İshh by the Receiver,—then too, all that we would have to 
admit ıs that ıt would be performed by the Receiver also, but that would 
not set aside its performibility by the Giver 

That ıs to say, ıb has been proved that the text of the passage as 
quoted above,—which ıs the one found in the text of the Tarttriya Res 
cension of the Yajzurvedea,—distinctly points to the fact of the Ishi, being 
performed by the Giver And this conclusion is not found to be set aside, 
either by any other reasonings, or any scriptural text In fact, even if we 
had a text prohibiting the performance of that Bhi by the Gover, we 
would have two optional alternatives, and there would be no necessity of 
abandoning the conclusion once accepted before As for the sentence 
(‘yo guam pratigrhnzyat, etc”) which lays down the performabihty of that 
İsht by the Recerver of the Horse-gift, 1f, by renson of its forming part of 
the sacrifice, it be taken ın a manner ın keeping with the previous seu 
tence—vvithout paying any heed to the particular way in which the 
passage might open— then, in that case, that sentence too would pomt out 
the performability by the Giver If, on the other hand, through the pre- 
sence of the word ‘pratiyrhnGi.,’ the sentence be taken independently by 
itself, as laying down its performability by the Receiver,—then, in that 
case, masmuch as the previous sentence will have indicated its perform- 
ability by the Giver, it woald come to be performed by both (the Giver as 
well as the Receiver), with this difference however, that the Ishh per 
formed by the Receiver, being only calculated to serve the purposes of the 
Man (independently of any Vedie sacrifice), it would have to be performed, 
ın the case of the acceptance of the Ordinary Horse gift also 

Some people, taking then stand upon ‘ie word ‘ Å toyë’ in the sat a, 
argue that the previous sentence (‘ Prajapatuvarundya, etc”) also speaks 
of the performabılıty of the Ishte by the Receiver (2e the Rtvik) 

But the Ishte that vould be performed by the Rivik Priest, could 
not form part of the sacrifice itself (which 1s being performed by the 
Yupamüna), and hence the relationship of the result of the Ishii would 
be as possible for the ordinary man of the wold as for that Priest, con 
sequently we would have the performance of the Ishtz even ın the case of 
the acceptance of the Horse-gift in ordinaiıy life, and under the ureum 
stances, 1b becomes incumbent upon those persons to explain what grounds 
the sūtra would have for declaring, as the conclusion ‘tasmat yajhé pratt 
yéta ' (‘consequently ib would be cognised as to be performed ın connection 
with the Vedic sacrifice’) 

Thus then, from the mete fact of the Isht: being laid down as forming 
port of the sacrifice, we conclude that it should be performed by the 
Giver 


ADHIKARANA (12) 


[The Somawira Caru is to be offered on the occasion of the vomiting of 
that Soma drunk at Vedic saetifices) 


Sūtra (32) “The case of the vomiting of the drink is similar” 


Apart from any particular Context, we find another sentence— 
“ Somaand ran, curunnsrvapet yah somam vamatr’ (One who vomits the 
soma should offer the Somazndra carı”) And m regard to this, too, we 
proceed to consider the same questions as those dealt with in the two pre 
ceding Adhıkaranas,—ı e (1) whether the Offering is to he made when 
the Soma vomited ıs that drunk at a sacitfice, or that drunk in ordinary 
life as medicine, [and (2) whether it pertains to the roming of the 
Yaş amüna or that of the sacrificial Priests] 

And this bemg the question, the expression ‘tadvat’ in the sūtra 
indicates the two theories (of the Pérvapahsha)—viz (1) that the Soma 
drinking meant 1s both that which is done at a sicritice wid that done as 
medicine , and (2) that it is the latter only (as propounded in Sutia 28) 

Or the expression ‘tadiat’ may be taken as indicating the application 
of the Siddhantas of the last two Adhikaranas, to the present question also 

And as the Pirvapaksha (of the present AdAzkazrana) differs a little 
from that of the last two Adhizkaranas, we lay it down, in the following 
words — 

€ Tn the case of the Soma drinking at a Vedic Sacrifice, inasmuch as 
“the disposal of the substance (Soma) will have been done by the mere 
“ drinking of it, if there were to be any subsequent disorders, in the shape 
“of comatıng and the like,—it would not necessitate any 1emedial 
‘measures, and hence in that case, the laying down of the Ishte (the 
“ Somaindra) would be absolutely useless While in the esse of the Soma 
“drunk im ordinary hfe,—if the Soma happens to be vomited out, there 

would be none of the medicmal effects desired , and hence in the case, 
“there would be a possibility of the loss of virility, etc (mentioned as 
“ following from a neglect of the Somaimdra Təhü), and there is no im 
‘ possibility of such evil effects, as we found in the case of Diopsy (an the 
“preceding Adhekarana) , and thus as the evil effects would be possible , 
“the Somaimdra İshh, that 1s laid down in connection with those effects, 
‘ also comes to be recognised as a remedy for these effects Consequertly 
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‘this Ishta should be performed at the vomiting of the Soma drunk in 


“ ordinary life” 
SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (33) It would be performed at the (vomiting of 
the Soma drunk at the) Vedic sacrifice, as rt 18 only 
at thes that it creates an evel effect, whale in the 
case of that drunk wn ordinary lfe, as this would 
be done for a visible purpose, there could be no 
evil effects attached to rts vomiting 


Objectton “Why do not you bring forward the same arguments 
“that you did in the last two Adhika:anas —that the action ın question 
€ bemg Vedic, it would apply only to the Vedic sacrifice, etc , ete 9?” 

Reply The reason 1s that there can be no Vedic character attaching 
to the vomitsng , because no vomiting is found to be enjoinedin the Veda 
Consequently, the result of vomiting, even in the case of Vedic Soma- 
drinking would be the same as those ın that of the ordinary Soma diinking 

That ıs to say, the Disposal of the unused Soma (remnant of the 
sacrifice) that ıs laid down ıs that up to the proper digestion of it, and 
hence if ıt happen to be vomited (there would not be a proper digestion 
of ıt), the results of the Principal Sacrifice would not appear in the proper 
way 

That 1s to say, as a matter of fact, there are no evil effects attaching to 
the vomiting of the Soma drink ın ordinary life, because it is diünk only 

Jor the sake of bemg voted Even if there were some evil effects, their 
remedy would consist of certan measures laid down in works on medicine 
and there would be no need of any Vedec remedy (such as the Somandra 
Ishiz) Inthe case of the vomiting of the Soma diunk at a Vedic sacrifice, 
on the other hand, we have definitely ascertained that the Disposal, that 
18 laid down for the Soma-remnant, 1s one ending with the proper digestion 
of it,—as is distinctly shown by the words of the mantra recited for the 
digesting of it, and certainly this enjomed Disposal would be mterfered 
with by the vomzlwng, and as such there would be a discrepancy in the 
final result of the Principal Sacrifice (of which the Soma drinking forms a 
part), consequently, there would he a hkelihood of the performance of the 
Somaindra Ishtı, as a remedy calculated to correct that discrepancy 

If the sentence (laying down the Somaindra Ishte) were the Artha- 
vada pertaining to the result,—then ıt would be all the more inapplicable 
to the case of ordinary Soma-drinkwng, by reason of the necessity, in this 
case, of the assumption of a result (as there ıs none actually perceptible) 
While in the case of the Soma drinking at the Vedic saciifice, the ‘ vomi- 
ing’ (spoxen of in ‘yo vamafı”) indicates the drinking , and this drinking 
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mdicates the Sacrifice (at which the drinking is laid down as the Disposal) , 
and of this sacrifice, the Ishti would be a subsidiary , and hence m this 
case the relationship among all the factors concerned would be easily 
established 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 


(The Somaindra Ishf is to be performed when the vomiting is by the 
Yayaméina | 


Stitra (34): “(The Ishti) would pertain to all; because there 
“ig no distinction (made) ” 


Though it is fully established, from the analogy of the case of the 
Ishti for the acceptance of the Horse-gift, that the Ihti in question also is to 
be performed by the Yusaména,—yet ıt 1s still as undecided as to whether 
the prompting cause of the ht is the vomiting by the Yayamana himself, 
or also that by the Priests. 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch as there 1s no specification, the vomiting of both (the 
“ Yapumüna ag well as the Priest) would be the prompting cause of the 
“fehtt Because the vomiting of the Yaşamdna causes as much discrepancy 
“in the Disposal, as that of the Priests, as the drinking of both is meant 
“ to serve ax purificatory of the substance (Soma) Consequently, whether 
“the Fiti be meant to be a remedy for the evil effects caused by the 
“pomiting, or an aid ın the accomplishment of the Apiirva (of the Prin- 
“ cipal sacrifice),—it has to bə performed at the vometeng by the Yujamana 
“ as well as at that of the Priest.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Süztra (35): It would pertain to the Master only; as 
(the action) is performed for his sake. 


Even though the Tshf? be really a mere indirect aid to the Principal 
sacrifice, yet it would be performed only on the vomiting by the Yajamāna. 
Because, as the first portion of the sentence (“yağ somam vamét’) contains 
the word “yağ, it is not recognised as pointing out the prompting cause 
(of the İ527:) ; and when it does come to be recognised, through the sub- 
sequent appearance of the word ‘sah’ (in ‘su nirvapét’), we also come to 
recognise the Performer to be one only. 
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That is to say, in the sentence— yak somam vamati sa nirvapet’—we 
find that the two words ‘yah’ and ‘sak’ distinctly indicate that there 
the performer of the İshf? and of the romiting is one and the same; and thus 
there can be no doubt that the action of the sacrifice (Ishtz) is to be per- 
formed by the Master of the sacrifice (i.e. the Yajamana). And from this 
certain fact we come to a definite conclusion with regard to the doubtful 
case of the vomiting also,—that it is only when the vomiting is done by 
the Yajam@na that it serves as the prompting cause (of the Ish¢i). 

Nor is the romiting, independently by itself, capable of serving as 
the prompting cause ; as the mere Verb (‘ camai?”) is incapable of giving 
any idea of such a cause; it is only when it is accompanied by the word 
‘yak’ that it expresses that Cause ; and in that case, the fact of the two 
actions (of sacrifice and vomiting) having the same performer is cognised 
before the fact of the romiting being the prompting cause (of the Jehfz). 

Now then, if the Priests were to perform the Ishti on account of their 
own vomiting, they would be offering substances either for a Deity or in 
exchange for some services,—as they could not effect this exchange for 
themselves, it would be necessary for them to engage other Adhvaryu 
and other priests. And on account of the Aimunépada affix in the word 
‘adadhita’ (in the sentence ‘ agninaidadhita’), it is clear that the sacrificial 
fire can have no connection with any person other than the one who 
has duly lzghted it; and hence it is necessary for all performers of 
sacrifices to make the offering in the Fire lighted for themselves, 
Consequently if the Priests perform the İshf? in question, with a view 
to help in the Sacrifice, the Soma drunk at which had been vomited 
by them, then the Zshtt which they would perform would be performed in a 
place, and at a time, different from that of the original Principal Sacrifice. 
(As those Ishtis would be performed in distinct Fires lighted by each of the 
Priests separately ); and as such the help accorded hy these fsh{zs would not 
accrue to the Original Sacrifice. Nor is there any direct Injunction 
to the effect thatthe auxiliary Istis should be performed in a place and 
time other than that of the Original Sacrifice—in consideration of which 
Injunction we could admit of even faulty Auxiliaries. As for the sen- 
tence —‘ yağ somam vamati, etc., —inasmuch as this has all its requirements 
fulfilled by the vomiting by the sacrificer, it cannot be taken as permitting 
the difference in the time and place of the Auxiliary Ishf¢ds from those of 
the Original Sacrifice. Specially, how could it be possible for a single 
text (“yağ somam, etc.) to lay down the sameness of the time and place 
of the two (the Auxiliary and the Original:, in the case of the vomiting 
by the Yajam@na,—and difference of them, in the case of the Vomiting by 
the Priests ? 

If, then, they were to perform the Ishti for their own sake,—then, in 
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that case, masmuch as that Ishtz, which has once (in the case of the 
vomiting by the Yajamana) been ascertained to be for the sake of a sacr- 
fice, could never be for the sake of Man himself, even if it came to be per- 
formed as to. this latte:, such performance would be absolutely useless 
And ?f, for the sake of justifying such performance, the Isht be taken, on 
the strength of seriptural texts, to be for the sake of Man,—then, that 
would involve the abandoning of the ‘saerzfice’ that appears ın close prox- 
imity to it, as also the assuming, for such an Ishiz, another result, ın the 
shape of Heaven or some other end, that would be desirable by the Man 

This same assumption of a result has been shown to be necessary, in 
the case of the Ishtz being taken as to be performed at the vomiting of the 
Soma drunk in ordinary life But it could not be said with regard to the 
Ishü that would be performed at the vomiting of that drunk during a 
sacrifice, as we have already shown that, ın this latter case, the assump- 
tion of a fresh result 1s not necessary (the effect of the fsAz, being simply 
to accord help to the sacrifice, by the remedying of the discrepancy caused 
by the vomiizng) 

For these reasons, 16 must be admıtted that the Ishts should be per- 
formed only when the vomiting would be that by the Yajamana 

It might be urged that, even ın the case of the vomiting by the Priests 
the actual offermg of the Iskts would be made by the Yazaména himself 
But ın that case, we have the aforesaid anomaly of the two actions (of the 
Offering of the Eshtı, and the vomiting) not having the same performer 
And for the justification of this, it would be necessary to take the word 
“yak” (ın ‘yah somam vamatz’) ın the sense of the Genitive ‘ yasya, and 
hence to reject the co-extensiveness (between “ yak’ and ‘suk’) And these 
interpretations would make the text mappheable to the case of the Vomit 
ong by the Yaşamüna, which therefore would no longer be a prompting 
cause (for the Isk) Then if both (the vomiting by the Yajamdana as 
well as that by the priests} were to be accepted as the said prompting 
cause, then that would necessitate the taking of the sentence ın question 
in two different ways, which would involve a syntactical split,—the sen 
tence being taken as ‘yah somam vamatı, yasya ca somam Rtuik vamal sa 
nrvepet” (‘He who vomits the Soma, and he whose Suma the Priest vomits, 
should perform the Isktz’) Then, if, with a view to avoid this syntac 
tacal split, we have got to accept only one of them (either the vomiting by 
the Yayamana, o: that by the Priests) as the prompting cause of the Ishta, 
—ıt ıs only rıght that we should accept the forme: , as that would be in 
keeping with the sense of the words of the text 

The above apphes to the case when we take the Ishte as mduectly 
helping the Principal Sacrifice When, howeve:, if is assumed that the 
purpose served by the Isht 1s that ıt remedies the ,acupacığı (of vhe Sacr 
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fice) of attainmg the final result, caused by a discrepancy ın the correct 
observance of the Disposal of the remnant of the sacmficial substance,— 

the necessity of such Disposal being indicated by the subsequent words (of 
the texts relating to the Principal Sacrifice),—then, ın that case, mas- 
much as it would be the Result accruing to the Yajamdana (in the shape of 
the Apürca) that would be absolutely imperceptible, and as such, capable 
of being interfered with in its proper fruition (by the vomiting), ib would 
become all the more certain that the Remedzal Ishtz would be performed 
by the Yayamana himself As for the Result that accrues to the Priests, 
—ın the shape of the sacrificial gifts,—they are found to obtain it, in any 
case, whethe: there be a vomiteng or not, and as such there being no fear 
of this Result being interfered with (by any vomiting), ib would not stand 
in need of the Remedial Ishii, and as such could not bring about its per- 
formance 

Then, ıt might be assumed that —” the drinkeng of the Soma, forming 
“ part of the observances necessary for the Performer of the Prınerpal 
“Sacrifice, 13 meant to serve the purpose of pumfying the person that 
“ drnks, and hence any discrepancy im this drinking would create a flaw 
“ın the Performer (16 the Priest), as the purfication of the Soma, which 
“would consist in the useful effeçis ıt would bring to him, would not have 
“ been duly accomplished ” But even so too, (1) masmuch as the said flaw 
only bemg an obstacle ın the way of the due realisation, by the Yaşamüna, 
of the Results (of the sacrifice), the Ishte would serve the purpose of 
removing that obstacle, and (2) as we have in the sentence the words 
‘yak’ and ‘sah’ (which indicates the performer of both actions to be one 
only), ıt must be admitted that the Isht: should be performed, at the 
vomiting by the Yayamana only 

The same reasoning holds respecting the view that the Isht: is meant 
to affect the final Apirva (of the Principal Sacrifice) 

Some people hold that—“ the vomiting of the Soma does not mean 
“ the neglect of an enjoined Duty, nor the doing of that which 18 prohibited , 
“and as such, there being no discrepancy ım the sacrifice on its account, 
“the performance of the Isht: could not be meant to remedy any discrep- 
“ancy, and hence the Isht, must be regarded as a subsidiary to the 
“ Prmcipal Sacrifice, to be performed only when the Soma drunk at ıt 
“happens to be vomited ” 

But in that case also, asmuch as we find the word ‘yah’ distinctly 
pointing to the Man, the Ishte must be regarded as a purification of the 
Man mentioned ın the Context, ın accordance with the conclusion arrived 
ab (under Sutras 1I11—ıv—l14, 15) ın connection with the sentence 
‘,atyabhyamano nubrité’ And hence, ın accordance with the Sutra 111— 
yui—4, ıb must be taken as to be performed by the Yapyam@na And as 

178 
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the Isht: pertains to the same object as the vomiteng, 1t is the vomiting by 
the Yaşamana that should be regarded as the prompting cause of the 
İshtu 

Then as for the argumeut,—” the vomiting of the Priests also causes 
“either a discrepancy in the proper Disposal of the Soma, or a total des- 
“truction of the purification of the Performer, and as such, that too 
“would stand in need of a remedy,”—the reply ıs that, even though ıt 
would require a remedy, yet, no such remedial action could be performed, 
for the sımple reason that no such has been laid down , as we have already 
shown that the Injunction of the Isht: does not pertain to the vometing by 
the Priests,—whether the Isht. itself be taken as to be for the sake of the 
Man or for that of the Sacifice Consequently we come to the conclusion 
that if the vomiting by the Priest should be a flaw in the sacrifice, then 
whenever it should happen, all that we have to do 1s to quietly ignore it 
altogether , while if it do create a discrepancy in the saciifice, then, in 
that case, we might perform some ordinary expiatory rite 

In connection with question under consideration, there is no use of 
considering the question as to whether the Isht: is for the sake of Man, or 
for that of the sacrifice, etc, etc Butif it be necessary to learn the true 
fact, then we must admit that theory which has been found to be apph- 
cable to the case of the sentence “ yatjyabhyamano’nubriite, ete’? (1II—iv— 
14,15) (That ıs to say, ıb must be regarded as being for the sake of the 
Man connected with the principal Sacrifice) Tüisin view of this that we 
have the present sūira— Sramino vå tadarthatvat ’ 


Sutra (36) Also because we find certain omdacatise 
(words) 


In connection with the seatence under consideration, we find the 
sentence—‘ésha vyrdhyaté yat somam vamatz’ (‘He who vomits the Soma 
loses his prosperity’), and there cai be doubt that this ‘loss of prosperaty’ 
applies to him alone whose prosperity 1s sought to be accomplished by 
the drinking of the Soma, and for whom a discrepancy in this drinking vould 
cause a “1058 of prosperity’ And we find that both of these apply to the 
Yajamana only , and hence the Ishte must be taken as to be performed by 
him 
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ADHIKARANA (14, 


[Out of the Agneya-asktakapala Caru it is only the Doyavadana that is to 
be offered in Homa | 


Sütra (37) “The whole should be-offeied, as the mate 
rial is meant for that purpose” 


[In connection with the Da: ça Pürnamdsa, we find the sentence 
“ yalagneyo shtükapülo mi vdsydyiim paurnamdsydiecicyuts bhavatz’, and ın 
regard to this there arises the question as to whether the whole of the 
material prepared is to be actually offered, or only a portion of it is to be 
offured, and a little left as a remnant And on this question, we have the 


following—|] ı 
PURVAPAKSHA 


“The words ‘ashtakapéilak’ “af möyuh, ete, distinctly mdicate that 

“€ the whole of the material 1s to be offered, as it is only when the material 

has been actu illy thrown into the Saciificial Fire that it comes to belong 
“to the Deity,—as 1s clearly idicated by the Injunction ‘ Ghavaniyé 
‘guhotz, and by the Arthavdda ‘ Aga mulhRaa: Decsüh” [And hence the 
“ materal could not be called ‘ Aynéya,’ until the whole of it had been 
‘ offered to Agm] Such being the case, if a part of the material were left 
“behind, then that would mean the doing of something contrary to what 
“ has been laid down (in the Veda} Hence it must be admitted that the 
“ whole of the material 1s to be offered into the Fire” 

Questeon Does the propounder of this Pürvapaksha not perceive the 
Injunction of those actions that are done with the Remnants of the mate- 
rials offered—such actions, for instance, as the Svishtakri Offering, the 
Ida magutia, the SanyavakakGla, the Bhakshacaturdhükan ana, and the lke P 
[That 1s to say, he must be wholly ignorant of the Injunctions of these 
actions, otherwise he should not have asserted that no ‘ remnants’ should 
be kept] 

In answer to this, some people declare that the Pérvapakshs does not 
perceive the Injunctions of these actions 

But that answer 1s scarcely correct, because if we were to lose sight 
of such palpable facts, as distinct Tuyünctions, in propounding the Pérva 
paksha, there 1s no theory, howsoever absurd, that could not be put 
forward as one [That ıs to say, the Pürvapaksha is always such as has 
all the semblance of a reasonable theory, and not one that, on its very 
face, bears the stamp of untenability] Consequently it must be admitted 
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that the opponent 1s fully cognisant of the said Injunctions, and yet he 
puts forward the above Pürvapaksha, in view of the followmg arguments 

“The actions laid down as to be performed with ‘Remnants’ would 
“not justify the bringing ım of fresh supplies of materials, only in cases 
“ where there are ‘ Remnants’ of the previous supplies When, however, 
“the whole of the material has been offered (ind there ıs no ‘Remnant 
“ left), those actions would certamly justify our bringing in fresh supphes 

“That ıs to say, in a case where only the ‘ Duyavaddna’ (‘Two 
““slices’) are offered out of the whole Cake, and the rest 18 left as ‘Rem 
“nant, the Svshtakri ofermg, and the other actions—enjoined by such 
“ sentences as “out of the other half a slice is cut for Soz htakrt’ and the 
“hke—vonid not justify the bringing im of fresh supplies of that material, 
“as shown under Sūtra [V—i—28 When, however, we come to recog 
“ mse the necessity of offering the whole of the Cake (and the impropriety 
“of keeping ‘Remnants’), then masmuch as the Svishtakrt offering will 
“have no ‘already existing substance’ to be related to, there would be an 
“ampossibility of the carrying out of that part of the Injunction which 
“ refers to that Offering , and hence in this case, we do certainly recognise 
“ the necessity and advisability of bringing in fresh supplies of the mate 
“ral, and hence, other Cakes, ete, would certainly be prepared for the 
“sake of the Sushtakrt offering (and other similar actions) 

“Question ‘In that case, how would you explain the word ‘Césha, 
‘in such Injunctions as géshat suishtakrté vadyatı?” 

“Answer In such sentences, the word ‘¢ésha’ would be explained 
“as used in the sense of ‘another material,’ just as ın the sentences 
““dpyena çösham” and ‘tacchéshéna. ’ 

“That ıs to say, in the sentence ‘ayéna çesham sqnsthapayatr’ ( He 
“finishes the rest by means of Butter’), we find the word ‘ çösha” used in 
“ the sense of an action other than, or similar to, that whose performance 
“ has been finished, so also, ın the sentence ‘tatah çöshöna vipeshtadécaza 
“ tyüdumanto janma piatipadyanie’ (Gautama’s Nydyasiitra~—),—the 
“sense of which 1s that the action resulting in Heaven having been fully 
“used up in bringing abont that result, and that action which has a 
“ definite result of its own not being capable of being used for the sake of 
““ another, it is by means of other actions that people take birth, etc, etc, 
‘—we find the word “çösAa” ın the place of ‘anya,’ (‘other’), and 
“similarly in the sentence “ çöshaf suishtakrié, the word ‘sésha’ would 
“mean a material other than the one offered at the original Primary 
“Sacrifice, or another supply of the same material 

“Or, the word ‘gésha@i? may be taken in the sense of a secondary 
“material, a material other than that used at the Principal Sacrifice, 
“which, however, is kept ready at 1t, asa subsidiary material Though 
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“there may be none of the Principal Material left, yet all others have the 
“character of beg simalar to it Consequently at all such sacrifices, 
“other materials would have to be used, as will be explained under 
“ Sutra TV —1—29 

“ Even if, in cons.deration of the word “çösha, there should be kept 
“a ‘remnant’ of the same material (that ıs used at the Principal Saen- 
“ fice),—then too, there ıs another purpose served by the present discus 
“sion, 16 need not necessarily be that which ıs laid down by the 
“ Seddhanit , as the following also is possible, when, in accordance with 
“ the sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice, there comes to be the 
“possibility of the whole of the material to be offered,—and yet ‘Rem- 
“nants of it are kept, for the sake of those actions that are laid down as 
“to be performed with such “Remnanis, —then, these latter actions (the 
“ Soishtahrt offering and the rest) would be as instrumental in the bring- 
“ing m of that material as the Principal Sacrifice itself , and hence if the 
“slıce hept for any of these actions, happen to be destroyed, spoilt, or 
“stolen, it would be necessary to prepare another supply of the maternal, 
“ —yust as ın the case of the Principal Sacrifice Whuile, on the othe: 
“ hand, if these actions were to take ın only the mere ‘remnants’ of the 
“material spoken of in the Injunction of the Prncipal Sacrifice, then, 
‘“‘masmuch as they would depend solely upon the material used at the 
“latter sacrifice, they would not be themselves instrumental in the bring- 
“mg m of any materials on their own account, and hence even if the 
“ slace kept for these actions happen to be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there 
“would be a simple non-petformance of those actions Thus then, even 
“ though the fact of the whole not bemg offered at the Principal Sacrifice 
“ be accepted by both (of us, the PürsapaksA as well as the Suldhantz), 
“ yet there is a necessity of the present discussion ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sttra (38) There would be a ‘remnant’, inasmuch as 
the slices are cut ‘out of’ (the Cake) 


If ‘ Agnéyo’shtakapalah, etc” were the only text bearıng upon the case 
ın question, then, of course, we could not but admit the necessity of the 
whole (Cake) being offered Asa matter of fact, however, we find we 
have also the texts—‘ duirhavisho vadyats,’ ‘ madhyatpirvardhiacca dura- 
vadyatı, ‘ angushthaparvamatramavadanam bhavats,’ ‘ dvyavadanam juhot:,’ 
—all of which lay down the offermg of certain slices cut out of the Cake, 
and all these texts taken together show that only a portion of the Cake 1s 
to be offered (at the Principal Sacrifice), and hence ıt follows that a 
‘Remuant’ should be kept 
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Sutra (39) Objection “These other texts merely lay 
“down the method, and as the whole ıs meant for 
“the Deity (the offerings are to be repeated) ” 


Objection ‘If the sentences quoted could not be explained otherwise 
“than by rejecting the necessity pointed out in the original injunction of 
“the offering of the whole of the material,—and if they were ın proximity 
“ tothe sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice,—then alonecould they 
“ set aside the indications of this latter As a matter of fact however, the 
“sentences in question dealing with merely putificatory actions they 
“could be very well reconciled with the original sentence laying down 
“the Principal Sacrifice ın question, as it is quite compatible for the 
“whole of the materiil to be offered, piece by piece, —each piece, measur- 
“ıng aninch (ht of the size of the part of the thumb from the middle joint 
“to rts tip), being purified by a process of cutting, repeated twice over, 
“ out of the middle and the former half of the material (Cake) 

“Thus then, the sense given by all the sentences (those brought 
“forward by the Siddhant: taken along with the original Injunction of 
“ the Principal Sacrifice) comes to be this ‘The offering of the whole 
“Cake ıs to be done by such and such a method’ , and thus we have no 
“ prohıbıtıon of the homa of any portion of the Cake, from which it 
“ follows that the whole of the Cake should be offered 

“Then, it has been argued that—‘ The Homa could not be performed 
“all at once ın the way declared ın these sentences, as that would not 
“be a Homa of Two slices (Dvyavadina)’ But then, the Homa of the 
“slices could very well be repeated (till the whole is fimshed), lke the 
‘* Jyotsshtoma, the reason for this being—‘tadarthatvat’—1te because 
“of the fact of the whole Ashiakapila Cake being meant for the Derty, or, 
“ for the Sacrifice, or, for the Apirva (resulting from that Sacrifice), the 
“injunction, contained in the original sentence laying down the Principal 
“ Sacrifice, would not be fulfilled by the offering of a mere portion of it 

€ Or, the expression ‘tadarthatvdt’ may be taken ın the sense— 
“* because the purificatory action of Outing is meant for the material ’” 


Sittra (40) Reply It could be done once only, as the 
action will have been complete (in that single perform 
ance), specially as the Material vs only a subordinate 
factor 
Reply What has been urged above, by the Pirvapakshi,—that “ the 

two-cuttengs, and the corresponding Homa, should be repeated over and 

over again’’—is not possible Because, though it 1s quite possible for 
the Cutting, which is a suboidimate factor, to be repeated any number of 
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times, yet, the Homa, bemg a principal factor, could never undergo a 
repetition 

That is to say, the sentence ‘cuts the material twice’ layıng down 
the mere ‘Cutting’ as a purificatory action, ıb would be possible to carry 
it on, as long as there may be the material to be purified , as for the Homa, 
however, it 1s an action leading to a distinct result, and as such 16 isa 
Predominant factor, as shown under the Sitras 11—ı—7 and 8, and hence 
as it would be completed by a single “ Dryavadāna’ (Cutting into two 
slices), it would not be prope: to repeat it over again, simply because 
there 1s a portion of the material left behind, and the Homa not being 
repeated , there would be no use for repeating the ‘ Cutting’ either, as it 
1s only that substance which is employed in an action that takes up puri 
fications, and not that which has got nothing to do with the Action in hand, 
mn the case ın question, we find that there 1s no other use for the maternal, 
save the said ‘ Doayasadüna ” offering, and hence when that has been done, 
the material would stand im no further need of any purification (by the 
“Cutting”) , and consequently there can be no repetition of the ‘Cut 
ting’ 

If the Homa were merely for the sake of the material, then, on ac 
count of this latter, it would have to be repeated itself, as well as lead to 
the repetition of the Cutting , but as 1t is not for the sake of the material, 
it cannot be repeated Specially as we find that the sentence ın question 
does not mean— yaz? ohotət, hüyumünasya dviravakhandunamupiiyo vidhi 
yate” (‘the twice cutting is the method laid down for the material offered, 
—the word ‘yajjuhots pertaining to the material offered), for certainly 
the word ‘uhoti’ does not denote the material, nor has the Verb ‘juhote’ 
the Passive Affix, by which ıt could be taken as pointing to that uhis% 
ss offered ın Homa ( Hüyamüna?) The fact ıs that the sentence lays 
down the twe cutting with regard to the Action (denoted by the Verb 
‘ouhott’?) As for the idea of the material, that we have from the word 
“yat” ın the phrase ‘yat juhotz,’—it is based upon a misconception, and as 
such, we cannot attach any importance to it, because the word 18 not 
found ın the Vedic sentence, but has simply been put m by the commen- 
tators by way of a qualıfymg adjunct to the Verb, with a view to show the 
fact of the Homa being merely referred to ın the sentence (for the sake of 
the enjoming of the Dryavadana with regard to it) 

As for the argument,—” The Homa should be repeated for the sake 
of the utilisation of the whole material, spoken of in the originative 
Injunction of the Principal Saciifice,—just as we have repetitions in con 
nection with the Jyotishtoma,”—at is wholly madmissible Because if the 
necessity of the offering of the whole material had been established, then 
alone could there be a similarity with the case of the Jyoteshtoma, as a 
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matter of fact however, we find that, ın the case m question, the offering 
of the whole 1s distinctly precluded , and as such it can never be regarded 
to have been established 

That ıs to say, ın the sentence ‘ dgnéyo'shtakapalak,’ the relationship 
with Homa, of all parts of the Cake equally, would, at best, be based upon 
Inference , consequently, before this inferred relationship hag had time to 
be duly accomplished, we find that there 1s directly established, by means 
of the sentence ‘Dvyavaddnafjuhotr,’ the felationship, with the Homa, 
of a part taken out of the Qake, and when this latter direct relationship 
has been once established, there is no appearance of the inferred relation 
ship (of the whole cake) And hence we find that the property of being deda- 
cated and offered to Agm (bemg Agnéya), which was spoken of as belonging 
to all the parts of the Cake (ın common), becomes restricted, in its apph- 
cation, to the ‘ Dvayavadana ” (Two-slices) only, by means of the Injunc 
tion ‘ Dvyavaddnan gühot.” , just as the number ‘seventeen’ 1s restricted 
by means of the factors met with m the Context And the meaning 
comes to be this ‘One makes the two-slces Agnéya (1e dedicated and 
offered to Agnı)” Consequently, the Inyunction not affecting the other 
portions of the Cake, there can be no Homa with these latter 

Then again, it 1s not necessarily the actual offering of the whole of the 
material that makes it“ Agnéya’ , even xf only ‘ Two-shces’ are taken out 
of ıt (for being offered to Agm1), that alone would make the whole of it 
t Agneya” 

That ıs to say, all that the Nommal Affix (ın “ Agnéya’) sıgnıftes 1s 
that the Cake 1s for the sake of Agm, and not that it is actually offered to 
Him, and there are two ways ın which it could be for the sake of Agni 
(1) by bemg actually offered, and (2) by supplying the porhon that us 
offered For mstance, in the case of the sentence ‘Vrihibhiryazéta,’ we 
find that the Vrihs-corn 1s not whatis actually offered, but ıt serves as the 
original substance out of which the offering material 18 made, and it is as 
such that the Corn 1s laid down in the sentence Consequently, even though 
the whole of the Cake ıs not actually offered, yet masmuch as it would 
form the original substance out of which the ‘ Two-shices’ are taken to be 
offered, ıt would be “ Agnöya ” all the same , and hence ıt ıs the offermg of 
the ‘ Two-slices ” only that make the Cake “ Agnéya’ 

There are two ways of explaming (the word “ Agnéya’ as applying 
to the Two-slices,—(1) that the relationship of the Deity 1s transferred 
from the whole Cake to the ‘ Two-slices,’ and (2) that it is the fact of the 
‘T'wo-slices ’ (offered) bemg taken out of the Cake that makes this latter 
“ Agnéya’ 

For these reasons we conclude that the whole 1s not to be offered in 
Homa 
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Siitra (41): Also because we find the word “ Remnant,’ 


It ıs only when we accept the above conclusion, that we can justify 
the use of the word “Çesha” (‘Remnant’), m its direct meaning of that 
which has been left after the offering has been made Then again, we are 
saved from the trouble of assuming the existence of a second Cake, for the 
sake of the ‘latter half,’ etc, out of which the slices for the sub- 
sequent Homas are laid down as to be taken out (This assumption would 
be absolutely necessary for the Pérvapaksh:, as for him, the whofe of the 
former Cake having been offered, ıt would be necessary to find a second 
Cake, out of which the slices for the subsequent Homas would be cat) 


Against the above, the Opponent brings forvard the followmg argu- 
ments “It has been urged that like the number “ seventeen ’ the name of 
e “Agnöya ” is restricted to the “ Two-slices’ only But thisis not possible , 
“ because one ‘seventeen’ has been mentioned, withont reference to any 
“ particular Context, in regard to the Samedhéni verses, and not to any 
“ Sacrefices, and hence its relationship with these latter could only be 
‘inferred, thiough that with the Samzdhénis, but so long as a direct re- 
‘lationship is possible, it cannot be right for us to accept one that could 
“only be snferred , and hence in this case, it is only natural that there 
“should be a restriction In the case in question, however, we find that 
“ the relationship with Deity (Agm) is not far-fetched, bemg distinctly 
“ sıgmfied by the nominal “fix (in the word ‘ Agnéyah’) , in fact it would 
“ be the relationship of the “ 'wo-slices’ (with the Deity Agnz) that would 
“ be far-fetched and indirect, as ın the original Injunction, it is the whole 
“ of the Ashtakapala Cake that ıs spoken of as related to Agm , while 1t is 
“only a supplementary Injunction (‘ Deyavadanéna guhote’) that connects 
“€ the ‘Two slices’ with Him 

“ The followmg argument might here be urged ‘of the Ashtakapdla 
“Cake, the relationship with the Sacrifice is far-fetched , while that 
€ of the Zwo-slzces 1s direct , and so long as this latter is possible, there can 
“be no necessity of assuming a far-fetched one (that of the Deity Agnı)” 

“ But this is not mght, because in that case, the sentence Dvyava- 
“ Janafiyuhots would come to be accepted as the original Injunction of the 
“ Homa (and not the sentence ‘Agnéyo'shiakapalakh, etc’), as if the 
“ sentence ‘ Agnöyo shtakapalah, etc’ were to be restricted in its appl.ca- 
“tion, by the sentence ‘ Dryavada@natiyuhots, then ıt would be this latter 
“ sentence that would serve as the omginal Injunction of the Homa in 
“ question , and that would give rise to a Syntactical split m the sentence 
€ s Agüöyo shidkapülah, etc’ as shown under the Sūtra, 11—n—6, as it 
“has been already explained that unless a Sacrifice is inferred, such sen- 
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“ tences as “ Agnéyo’shtdkapalah, etc” cam neither stand m need of another 
“sentence, nor be related to any sacrifice Consequently, even though 
“ the connection of this latter sentence with a Sacrifice be an inferi ed one, 
“ yet, masmuch as its signification would not be otherwise complete, it 
“ must be admitted that that connection has been already established (as 
“ without the saciifice the Cake would not be offeied, and as such iteonld not 
“ bc spoken of as ‘ Agnéya’), and thus this connection being once estab- 
“€ lıshed ıt could not be set aside by any number of dui ect connections 
appearing subsequently 

€ Nor, ın the case ın question, is any such relationghip as that of the 
“ general and the particular possible, because there ıs no such relation 
“ ship possible between the whole (Cake) and the pait (the ‘Two slices’) 
« As a matter of fact, we find that the sentence ‘ Agnéyah, etc” distinctly 
“ enyoms the whole Cake (as to be offered to Agni), and so also does the 
“sentence “ Dvyavadinam, etc’ directly enjoin the ‘ Tvro-slices”, and 
“hence the offering of both ıs equally authoritative (and as such, the 
“ for mer could not be set aside by the latter) 

5 Objection “The oftering of the portions other than the Tuwo-sleces 

would be laid down, only in a general way, by the generic word puro 

“ daga, and as such would be less authoitative than that of the Tuo 
“ slices’ 

“ Reply If the Cake had been laid down, with regard to its parts, 
“ then alone would the Injunction apply to the other parts, in a general 
“ way (as you say), as itis, however, the Cake is laid down directly by 
“itself (as one complete whole) 

“That ıs to say, those texts that relate to Classes are taken as in 
“ dieating the Individuals of those classes, because of the fact of no action 
“being possible with regard to any Class, and im this case, inasmuch as 
“they would apply to the Individuals only by indirect Indication, it 18 
‘only natural that they become a httle weakened ın their authority, on 
“that account In the case in question, however, we find that the whole 
€ (Cake) itself is not incapable of accomplishing the action (2e of beng 
“ offered) , and as such there can be no ground for having recourse to an in 
“ direct indication with regard to that word (“ Ashtakapa@la’) If we were 
“to go on assuming such Indications, without sufficient cause (in the shape 
‘of Apparent Incomstency and the like), then, ın that case, even those 
“texts that ıelate to the parts of the Cake (the ‘Two slices’ fı ) we 
“could go on taking as indicating the other parts , and as such these too 
“ would become weahened in their authority Consequently, we must 
“ admit that, just as ın the case of the sentence “ Dvyavadénatijuhott,’ 
“ the “ Doyavüdüna” (Two-slices) ıs accepted as bemg, by itself, ın 
“ dependently of its parts, the material enjomed for the Homa,—so, in the 
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‘game manner, the Ashfakapala Cake also could be taken up as the 
‘material directly enjoined, by itself, mdependently of any of 1ts parts 
‘(such as the ‘ Two slices’ and the hke), and when the Cake has been 
‘ taken up as a whole, if its parts come ın its wake, why should any one 
“stop them (from coming m)? All that we insist upon is that these 
parts do not become related (to the Sacrifice) by reason of any inherent 
‘capability in themselves, and that the Injunction in question does not 
refer to them And as to the fact of the whole and the part not being 
‘wholly distinct from each other, that would apply as much to the other 
‘ parts of the Cake as to the ‘ T'wo-slices’ (and hence there could be no 
‘thing to justify us ın restricting the original Injunction ‘Agn&yah, etc ' 
‘to the offering of the ‘ Two slices’ cut out of the Cake) 
“ Thus by taking the two Injunctions (‘ Agnéyak, etc” and“ Dvyavada 
‘nanjuhot.’) together, we come to the conclusion that what they mean 1s 
“ that (1) ‘having offered the Two slices we should offe: the Remnants’, on 
“ (2) ‘there is an option’, by which at times we could offer the whole Cake, 
“ and at othets the Two slices only , (3) or, inasmuch as the whole Cake 
“ 18 enjomed in the original Injunction, the offering of that (lke that of 
“ the Aməksü) would be moie authoritative , and as such the ‘ offering of the 
“ Theo slices > could not be accepted erther as rejecting it, 01 as an optional 
‘alternative È ıt, or as to be offered conjointly with it, and hence this 
latter offering (of the ‘Two slices’) would have to be taken as a wholly 
‘ distinct action by itself, in accordance with Sutra 1I—1—23 , and at this 
‘action, the material (of the ‘Two slices’) would be taken from elsewhere, 
“ as it would have no connection with Ashtakapala Cake For, even if this 
“latter action were related to the previous action (at which the whole 
“ Cake has been offered), as the ‘ Two-slices’ would have to be taken from 
‘ elsewhere (as the Cake will have been wholly offered up),—there would 
“be all the objections due to the question as to whether this other sub 
“stance 1s to be taken conjointly with the former Cake, or only as its 
“optional alternatrve (4) Or, lastly, when 16 has been duly ascertained 
‘that the whole of the Cake is to be taken up, and we find that the In 
“unction with regard to the ‘Two slices’ is incapable of laying down 
“ another action, on account of its laying down a mere accessory in the 
“ shape of the material,—we come to recognise this latter action as per- 
“taming to the aforesaid Ashfakapala Cake (as its purificatory rite), and 
“ then, inasmuch as the purzfication has to be repeated as long as there ıs an 
“ object to be purified, it would become necessary for the ‘offermg of the 
“Tao slices’ to be repeated (just lıke the Jyofishtoma), for the purpose of 
" producing, in the principal material (the Cake), the qualities laid down in 
the Veda, and this would become tantamount to the Pérvapaksa posi- 
‘tion taken up in Sutra 39—that the Injunctions in connection with the 
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“c Two slices’ etc , merely lay down the method by which the whole Cake 
“is to be offered, as there would be no anthonty for the offerings to be 
“ made of the slices cut out of the Cake 
“In fact the offermg of slices cut out of the Cake would involve a 
“ most objectionable Parısankhyā (Preclusion) Because, in that case, the 
“ Injunction could not have the Restrictive character, because all parts of 
“the Cake are equally capable of being offered If ıt were yet to be 
‘known which one of its parts should be offered, and then in answer to 
“that we had the Injunctions as to the offering of slices “from the middle’, 
““İrom the front half’ and so forth,—then alone could the Injunction 
“ serve the purposes ofa Restriction As a matte: of fact however, the whole 
€ of the Cake 1s known as the material to be offered, and under the cir 
‘cumstances, the subsequent specification of the ‘ Two-slices’ could not 
“ but be taken as piecludang the use of the other parts of the Cake, and as 
“ such ıt would be open to the three usual faults of the Preclusive Injunc 
“tion—viz the non signification of its own meanmg, etc etc These 
" faults are capable of being explained away only in those cases, where an 
“ Injunction pomting to the taking of that which is sought to be preclud- 
“ ed by the Injunction under consideration, is not defimtely ascertained, 
“and has got to be assumed (on the ground of Indicative Power, etc, etc ) 
“ In the case ın question, however, the Injunction of the whole Cake (which 
“is sought to be precluded by the Injanctions as to the offermg of the 
€ 5 Two slices,’ etc ) is fully ascertained, and has not got to be assumed, 
‘aud when ıt 1s thus fully establishea, the said Preclusion could 
“ never be shown to be free from the said objectionable features Hence it 
“must be admitted that there can be no offerings of slices cut out of the 
“ Cake 
“Then again, if the name ‘ Agnéya’, as mentioned in the sentence 
€ s Agneyo ahtükapülah, etc’, were to be restricted in its application to the 
ee Two-slices’ meant to be offered in the sacrifice, then, ın that case, the 
“ other portions of the Cake would cease to belong to any Deity, and 
“ hence the ownership of the Yaşamöna ın these would continue intact, and 
“ m that case, we could never reconcile with this the Sutra 111—v—90, 
“ wherem it 1s agued that all the sacrificial priests are equally entitled, 
“with the Yaşamüna, to the eating of the ‘ Remnants’, as the latter has 
“ ceased to have any ownership over them, after they have all been 
““ dedicated to the saciificial De:ties 
“ The following argument might here be brought forward —It 1s the 
“<< Twoeslices ” alone that 1s related to the actual dedzcation to the Deity , 
“but it is the whole matenal that is spent, and the ownership ceases by 
“mere espendituie, and not by the connection of the gift with the Deity 
“ Consequently there can be no mcompatibility of what we hold with the 
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““ assertions as to the cessation of the Yayamana’s rights of ownership over 
“ the ‘ Remnants ” 

“€ But this is not true Because at the very time that the sacı ficer is 
“ layıng out the materials, he knows full well that such and such a quantity 
“of them would be offered, and we see no 1eason for assuming that he 
“ spends more than what he knows he has actually to offer 

“ That is to say, at sacrifices, people spend the materials simply for 
“ the purpose of making offerings to the Deities, and not by mere lavish 
“ness Consequently, whatever they may have, ın excess of what ıs meant 
“ to be actually offered to the Deities, would be as unspent as the materials 
“that might be lying in the house of the Sacrmficer Nor, in the case in 
“ question, have we any Injunction for mere spending apart from the offering , 
“ın fact, we find that the spending (even of that which is to be offered) 18 
“only imphed by the Apparent Inconsistency of the relationship to the 
“ Desty (Agni) which is what is enjoined (by means of the word ‘ Agnéyah’ 
“ın the sentence in question) And this Apparent Inconsistency can point 
“to the expenditure of just that much of the material which would be 
“required for the offering to the Deity, because there can be no incon 
“ gruity or inconsistency in the non expenditure of any material over and 
“ above that (which ıs meant for the Deities) Because in all cases what 
“18 desired 1s the proper completion of an Action , and thus too, the said 
“ Apparent Inconsistency can point to the Injunction of the expenditure 
“ of only that much of the material as would be necessary for the proper 
‘completion of the Sacrifice, and of no more than that, consequently, just 
“ as at the time that the Corn ıs brought to the place of the Sacrifice, in a 
“cart, and four handfuls are taken and laid out near the altar, the 
“ ownership of the master does not cease with regard to all the corn ın the 
“cart (but only to those four handfuls),—so, m the same manner, ın the 
“ case ın question also, even though the whole of the Cake might be 
“ brought up, the ownership of the sacrificer would cease with regard to the 
“ “"Tvro-slices” ete only, and not with regard to the other portions of the 
“ Cake 

“ The opponent might bring forward the following argument “At 
“the tame that the Cake ıs laid ont on the altar, ıt conld not have 
“ till then been divided into the middle part, the front part, etc, and so 
“ even though the whole may not be meant to be actually offered, mas- 
“ much as the parts to be actually offered have not been differentivted, 
“3t would be necessary, till such differentiation, to consider the whole as 
“ spent (even though not offered) Because before such differentation, ıt 
“ 18 not yet hnown from which part of the Cake the T'wo-slices, etc , would 
“be cut out for the actual offering, consequently if the whole were not 
‘actually regarded as spent, ıb ıs ust possible that the said sizces might 


1430 TANTRA VARIIKA ADH 11—PİDA IV —ADHI (14) 


‘be cut out from that portion of the Cake, which may not be that which 
“had been previously considered as spent (or givenaway), and this would 
“involve the unauthorised anomaly of offering that which had not 
“ been considered as spent, and not offermg that which had been so 
“thought Consequently the expending (though not the actual offering) 
‘must be of the whole Cake (and as such the sacitficer’s ownership over 
“ıt wall cease all the same, whether the whole be offered, or only a part) 

€ But itis not so, because when a general law has been carried into 
‘effect, there can be no occasion for the particular one, consequently (if 
‘it 1s to have any functioning) this latter must operate from the very 
‘beginning (1e before the general law has been actually carried into 
“ action) 

“ That is to say, when a general law once becomes carried into action, 
“it can never be set aside by anything , consequently if the Corn has been 
“brought in and laid out, in regard to the Deities, for the making of 
“the Asütükapüla Oake, it has begun to be looked upon as actually 
“offered to the Deities, and then if any portion of it be not offered, 
“with regard to that portion, we shall have committed the anomaly 
“of not finishing what we had begun, and thus it ıs necessary that 
“the whole should be actually offered If, however, ıt be meant to 
‘qualify the said general law by the particular one, that ‘ the Two slices 
“alone should be offered, —then, this must be done from the very begin 
“ning, and from the very beginning we must have itin our mind that— 
“out of the four handfuls of corn that have been brought ın for the 
“preparing of the Ashtdkapala Cake, I am laying out, for the sake of 
“ Agm, only that much which would be requued for the making of the 
“ Two slices, and though we do not perceive any difference (among the 
“ varıous portions of the Corn for the Cake), yet the words used for the 
“conveying of the oftering may be such as—‘ Only that much of the 
“ Corn, as will be required for the Two slices, 1s not mane” Just as ın 
“ordinary life, we find that when out of a heap of substances, one 1s 
“ told to take ‘as much as he likes, no particular portion of the Cake 
“ıs specified, and yet the whole is not looked upon as spent away (by 
“ those words), so, ın the case in question also (the whole heap of the 
‘f Corn brought m for the Cake, could not be looked upon as spent away) 
“ That we do not bring ın only that much of Corn as would be required 
“for the Two slices only, is due to such express Injunctions as—*‘ brings 
“ım four handfuls,’ ‘the Cake 1s made of the size of the horse’s hoof’, 
“and im view of these Injunctiors, the ‘ Two slices’ offered to the Deity 
‘ıs recognized tobe only that which is taken out of the Cake of the 
“ specified size, etc , and hence the bimging in of the Coin other than 
“that required for the ‘ Two sleces’ must be looked upon as done in mere 
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obedience to the said Injunctions as to the quantity of Corn and the 
€ gize of the Cake, and not for the purpose of actually spending away 
“ anything more than the aforesaid ‘ Two slices’ 
“Thus then, ıt must be admitted that, just as ın accordance with 
‘ the sentence ‘brings in the corn from the cart,’ which qualifies the 
‘ bringing in and laying out of the Corn by the fact of its being brought im 
‘ the cart, though there ıs a large quantity of corn in the cart, yet the 
“ownership of the Sacrificer does not cease with regard to the whole 
“ quantity therein, so, ın the same manner, even though the whole Cake 
‘would be Imd out tor the cutting out of it of the Two slices,’ yet the 
“ ownership would not cease with regard to it (except over the slices), 
“and thus the ownership of the Sacrifice contimuimg over the rest of the 
“ Cake, he is quite entitled to execute, by means of that, any exchanges 
“or purchases (of service, etc ), and this could not be reconciled with 
‘the declaration that the Sacrificer and the Priests are equally entitled 
‘to the ‘Remnants’ 
o The above reasoning also serves to set aside the theory that the 
“ Ashidkapüla Cake becomes “ Agnéya’ (dedicated to Agni) by the fact 
“of its supplying the ‘Two slices’ actually offered to that Deity 
€ Because in that case, too, there would be no justification for the spending 
‘of the rest of the Cake Nor, like the Corn, could the Cake be spoken 
“of merely as the origin (or sow ce) of the ‘Two slices” Because the 
“Corn, by itself, is inedible, (and as such not capable of being offered by 
“ itself}, and enjoined in a wholly different sentence (‘ Vrihebhiryapéta’), 
“o and as such it is necessarily regarded as laid down merely with reference 
“to the Sacrifice, at which, however, the only material to be offered con- 
‘sists of the Cake, which is enjomed ın the original Injunction (of the 
“ Saerifice itself), and which 1equires a substance ont of which it could be 
“ made, and hence the Corn could not be recogmzed as helping the 
“ Sacrifice, except by serving as the substance of which the Cake is made 
‘As for the Ashtakapüla Cake, on the other hand, ıt 1s quite edible by 
“itself, and enjomed by the original Injunction of the Sacrifice, and as 
“guch it is quite capable o: helping in the Sacrifice, directly by itself, 
“ specially as 1b 18 not found to be laid down as subsequent to the Injune 
“tion of the ‘ Two-slices, which would be in need of the mention of a 
‘substance out of which it could be taken out, and hence the Cake 
‘cannot be regarded as helping the Sacrifice, by merely serving as the 
‘substance out of which the ‘ Tüzo-sizces” is taken 
Under these circumstances, we should like to know how the Sıd- 
“ dhünbi meets the arguments ın favour of the whole Cake bemg offered ” 


1432 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH IlI--PADA IY —ADHI (14) 


To the above, we offer the following reply The above arguments 
cannot be successfully met by those who are deluded into the belief that 
Yaga and Homa are identically the same thing As a matter of fact, 
however, these are two distinct actions , and on that we base our explana 
tion 

That is to say, if the Injunction ‘ Agnöyab, etc,’ had also İnid down 
the actual throwing ın of the offering, then, it could not be precluded by 
the Injunction in regard to the ‘Two slices’, and in that case we would 
have the offenng of the whole Cake But this throwing an could be 
regarded to be laid down by the Injunction ‘ Agnéyahk, ete,’ only if 
‘ Yaga’ and “ Homir’ were identically the same action As a matter of 
fact, however, these two are wholly distinct actions, as we have proved 
under the Gabdintaradhikarana (11—n—1), and as for the arguments 
propounded ın support of this view by the Sütra itself, we shall deal with 
them under the Sata IV—u—28, where we shall show that while 
“ Yaga’ consists in the mere 2? esigming of one’s ownership in favour of the 
Deity, ‘Homa’ consists of the throwing an of the material, ownership over 
which has been resigned in favour of the Dety Though there are certain 
hkely objections against this view,—such, fi, as that in this case, the 
Darga Pürnamüsa sacrifices, not being ‘ Homa,’ should not be performed in 
the sacrificial fire, etc, etc, etc , but all these we shall refute under the 
same Sätra 

Thus then, there being a distinct difference between the two, we 
come to the conclusion that the sentence ‘Agnéyah etc’ enjoins just that 
much without which the Cake mentioned would not be ‘ Agnéya' (“ dedicated 
to Agni’), and as a matter of fact we find that for this (accomplishment of 
the character of ‘ Agnéya’) all that ıs necessary ıs that the Sacrificer 
should reszgn Mms ownership, and that too in favour of the Deity Agm,— 
and not that the offermg should be actually thrownin Under these 
circumstances, if we had no other sentence (such as ‘ Doyaoadünafyuhot?) 
then the action enjomed would be regarded ın the following light 
‘Having brought m the well-cooked and complete Cake, prepared m 
‘eight pans, and placed ıt ın a clean place (as is necessitated by usage), 
‘we should utter the words thas 1s no longer mine, thereby resigning our 
‘ownership (over the Cake) in favour of the Deity , and ın due obser- 
‘vance of this resignation, we should never again assert our ownership 
‘ over that Cake , forif we did assert it, we would undo the former offering 
‘and would be acting a he, specially as in a case where one thinks 
‘from the very beginning, of asserting his ownership, he does not use 
‘the words, this 1s not mine, at belongs to the Devty, but when we have 
once resigued our ownership in favour of the Deity, we would not mind 
‘what happens to it subsequently’ This much having been ascertained 
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to be indicated by the sentence in question, ii would have nothing to 
say regarding what might be done next (and hence in accordance with 
ihis sentence the Yayama@na could have no further responsibilities with 
regad to the cake). 

But at this stage we meet with other sentences,—gsuch as ‘ upasfr- 
ağtiy ‘dvirhavishovadyate, ‘abhighfrayati, ‘ caturavattatjyuhott, and so 
forth; and these lead us to the conclusion that ‘Two-slices out of the 
aforesaid Cake should be thrown into the fire’; in fact, every one of these 
sentences stands m need of a substance out of which the materials spoken 
of should be taken; and as such every one of them has reference to the 
aforesaid Cake; and they do not lay down independent substances. 

For instance, in the sentence “ Caturavattatjuhoti,’ we find that in- 
asmuch as the Homa has not been laid down in the previous Injunction, 
the sentence cannot be taken as laying down the material (Caturvatiu) 
in regard to the Homa; but as for the material Caturavatta (Four-slices), 
brought about in accordance with the preceding sentence (Dvirhavisho- 
vadyatı which speaks of cutting the Cake ‘twice’; and this twice- 
cutting would give rise to four-slices), we find that it stands in need of 
some purpose for which it could be used; and hence all that the sentence 
can be regarded as enjoining is the ‘throwing in” (Homa) of the ‘ Four- 
slices’; and ss such it cannot be taken as laying down the ‘ Homa as 
qualified by the Four-slices’ As for the Homa, it consists of three 
factors extending to its very completion [these factors being, (1) the 
resigning of the ownership, (2) in favour of the Deity, and (3) throw- 
ing into the Fire]; and hence whenever the last of these factors (i.e. the 
Throw:ng im) is laid down, there arises the question, as to whether the 
other two faetors are to be taken as enjoined independently by Injanc- 
tions assumed through Apparent Inconsistency, or they should be accepted 
as enjoined elsewhere (in connection with some other action). And so 
long as we can get at these in a simple way, there can be no = 
for having recourse to a more complicated method; and hence, in accord 
ance with Agnéyyadhikarana, it must be admitted that the əə 
refer to the Ashtakapala Cake, with regard to which the two factors—of 
gwing away, and that to a Deity—are already known (being laid down 
in the sentences “ Agnéyah, etc.”). Nor would this involve any incompati- 
bihty with the fact of this Cake having been originally laid down as 
a direct auxilary to the Sacrifice; as that which is thrown into the Fire, 
loses nothing of its character of being an auxiliary to the Sacrifice to Agni. 
There would have been incompatibility, only if the slices were thrown 
in as offerings to a Deity other than Agni, or if they were used in an action 
quite contrary to the nature of Sacrifices, In the case in question. how- 
ever, we find none of these two ronditons, 

ian 
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Thus then, the sense of the whole comes to be this ‘The Sacrifice 
should be performed with the Ashtakapala Cake kept ın a certain place,’ 
and ‘ Two-slices out of that Cake should be thrown ento a certain place’, 
and then coming across the sentence ‘at the altar one keeps the offering 
material on the grass, we conclude that “the Saciifice should be per- 
formed with the Cake placed on the grass at the altar’, and in accordance 
with the injunction that “the Homa 1s offered mto the Sacitficial Fire,’ we 
come to the conclusion that ‘the Two slices offering is to be thrown into 
the Sacrificial Fire’ 

Now then, there 1emains yet another question to be dealt with Is 
this Homa (of the Two slices) something wholly different from the previous 
Sacrifice (of the Cake), and forms a mere part of the procedure of this 
latter? Oris it a part of the same Sacrifice, which, bemg stretched to 
a further pomt (to that Homa), becomes a little modified m its form.” 

And on this question, we unhesitatingly declare that the latter 
alternative is the correct one Because if it were a wholly distinct action, 
then ıt would have a wholly different material and Deity,—yust as we 
find ın the case of the N@rishtha and other such Homas While in the 
case m question we find that, ın accordance with the Cabdantarddhikarana 
(II—n—1) ıt must be admitted that it 1s the same Sacrifice that, being 
stretched furthe: develops into tne Homa 

No: does this mvolve a disappearance of the original sacreficral 
character of the action, as the Home also 1s a particular form of Sacrofice , 
and though ıt ıs possible for the General to exist without the Particular, 
there 1s however no Particular possible without the General Just as, 
when we say ‘ bring the free”, 1f we add ‘ of the Comçapü, this addition is 
m no way contradictory to the original sentence,—so, in the same manner, 
having said ‘one should sacrafice,’ there can be no contindiction in the 
subsequert addition of “ Homa Thus then, ıt must be admitted that 
m the case ın question, it is the Sacrifice itself that 1s performed in two 
forms,—with the whole Cake the one, that 1s modified into the Homa, 
beg performed with the ‘Two shces, and the generic form (in the 
form of an offermg m a general vay) being accomplished with the test 
of the Ce, —ınd both these forms of the Sacrifice—the General and the 
Particular—are accomplished at one aud the same time, as at the very 
time that the Iwo shoe’ offermg is bemg thrown into the Saczificial 
Fue, the Yaya and the Anuvikya Mantras (that are being recited at the 
time) keep on recalling the fact of the whole Cake having been previously 
set aside for the Deities 

Thus then, it must not be thought that, because it is the ‘ Two slice 
offering only that is contamed in the Juhu (the Offering Ladle), and 
which is taken up, by the operations known as“ Açavana” and “ Piatya 
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¢ravana’ for being offered,—therefore, it is that alone that has been 

set aside for the Deities. Because what should be done by the Saerificer 

and the Adhvaryu Priest, who are both versed in scriptural lore, is that 

in accordance with the injunctions of the Veda, they should jointly per- 

form the setting aside and the dedicating to thp Deities, while the Adh- 

varyw should perform the additional operation of throwing the ‘Two- 

slice’ offering into the Fire, Nor does this additional operation produce 
any change of form or ugliness in the Sacrifice; because, on the strength 

of Vedic texts, we are led to believe that this additional operation adds to 
the beauty of the Sacrifice. For, certainly, the fact of one foot of mau 

having gone forward before the rest of the body does not make any differ- 

ence in the man; and in the same manner, in the case in question, if the 

one foot (part of the Sacrifice), the ‘Two-slice’ offering, is made to goa 
step farther, in the shape of being thrown into the Fire, that does not, 
involve an incongruity, inasmuch as the enjoined fact of the Savrifice 

being performed with the whole Cake will have been duly accomplished, 

all the same. Consequently we might take the Principal Action (Saeri- 

fice) itself to have the said aforesaid two forms. 

Or, the factor of “Yüge” may be taken as the Principal, and that of 
‘Homa’ as the Subsidiary: inasmuch as in the sentence mentioning the 
result (i.e. the sentence * Durça- Pürnamüsübhyüm svargakümo yaşela”), 
we find it mentioned in direct connection with the ‘ Yaga’; and as for the 
‘ Homa,’ itis simply found to be mentioned in close proximity with it, 
whence it is regarded to be the subsidiary iof that Yaga). 

Though the Homa is accepted tu be out of the same material as the 
Yaga, yet the former could be very well taken as subsidary to the latter, 
just like the washing, ete., of the Corn. Nor is it absolutely necessary 
that all actions that pertain to a common object should be regarded as 
equally Primary in their character; as we actually find all purificatory 
rites (which are admitted to be subsidiaries) pertaining to the same object 
as the Primary Sacrifice; there being some of these rites that are per- 
formed before, and some after, the performance of the Primary Sacri- 
fice; while some are done simultaneously with this latter. 

Some people declare thus: “ The Homa under consideration (t.e. 
“that of the ‘Two-slices’) is of the nature of those purificatory rites 
“that are done after the Primary Sacrifice, as this Sacrifice, in the 
“ shape of dedicating the material to the Deity, is found to have been 
“ completed at the time that the material is laid ont on the altar.” 

But this is not correct ; because the Sacrijice, that is to be performed 
with the Cake, cannot be completed by means of the Corns in the 
inedible (uncooked) state; and furtuer, if the Sa:ritice could be accom- 
plished at the time of the laying out of the Corns, then, in that case, if, 
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after that the material should be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there could 
be no need of binging ina fiesh supply (as the Saciifice havmg been 
completed there would be no further need), and this would be a direct 
contradiction of what is said under Sira Vi—iv—2, and also of what the 
Bhashya says m connection with the animal that has been hilled at the 
Sactifice—‘it is protected as belonging to somebody else, as it would, in 
time, be connected with the Deity (to whom it should be offered)’ Hence 
it must be admitted that, at the time of the laying out of the matenals 
all that ıs done, in the way of offering it, is the determination to gwe, in 
the words “1 shall offer this to such and such a Dery, —and not the 
actual Sacrifice, as this latter which has for its procedure the aforesud 
offering, and consists of the making of that offering to a certain Deity, 18 
found to be duly completed only at the time that the material 1s actually 
thrown into the Sacrificial Fue, and hence it 1s only at this time that 
the Sacrifice 1s accomplished by means of the whole Cake, and the ‘ Tuo- 
slices,’ which is a part of that sacrificial auxiliary (in the shape of the 
Cake), ıs purified by means of the ‘throwing into the fire, which isa 
subsidiary of the Principal Sacrifice 

Thus then, inasmuch as the due accomplishment of the Sacrtfice is 
accompanied (or marked) by the said ‘ throwing in’ (or Homa’, before this 
latter 1s done the Savrzfice must be looked upon as incomplete, ana hence 
1f the material be destroyed, spoilt or stolen (before the Homa has been 
done), ıt sonly right that another supply of the material should be 
brought ın For even though the Homa is a sanctificatory rite, yet it s 
not absolutely incapable of being the means of having fresh materials 
brought in, specially as even such offeimgs as the Svishtakrt and the 
lıke will be shown to be incapable of justifying the bringing in of fresh 
materials, on the sole ground of the Sacrifice having been duly completed 
(even before these offerings) 

If, however, this ‘throwmg in’ (Homa) were the Piimary action, 
then the Darga-Purnamdsa would be spoken of as ‘Homa’ (and not as 
‘ Yaga’), and further, masmuch as no Primary actions are ever found 
to be transferred to the Modifications of Sacrifices, there could be no 
‘ Homa’ ın the Saurya and other modifications of the Darga Pörnamdsa , 
and as such at these, the materials would have to be offered, without 
being thrown into the Sacrılıcal Fue Whereas in case the Homa is 
taken as subsidiary, there would be a transference of this into those modi 
fications, and so the offerings at these would have to be thrown mto the 
Sacrificial Fue 

As fo. those Injunctions which origimatively lay down the Homa 
its even though the factor of ‘siritihe would form the fist half 
of sir. actions, vet it would be this latter that would constitute thei 


OUT OF THE AGNEYA CARU ONLY DVYAVADİNA TO LE ƏPPERED, 1437 


Soul. Or, in these cases, the + Sacrifice? may be taken us subsidiary to 
the Homas ; as in these cases the factors of ‘ yiviag awan’ and ‘ dedicating 
to the Deity ’ may be taken as implied by the ‘ Hom” itself. In the case 
of the originative Injunctions of Sucréfie’s, on the other hand, inasmuch 
as the two factors of ‘giving away’ and ‘dedicating to the Deity” are 
already pointed out by the mention of ‘Sacrifice’ itself, the subsequent 
mention of ‘Homa’ comes to be taken as pointing out ouly the third 
factor of ‘throwing in, —just as in the case of the sentences ' Alursani yé 
yupagakala hotavyüh? And thus it is established that the Hüma is sub- 
sidiary to the Sacrifice. 

Such being the case, we find that the Cake is mentioned in connec- 
tion with the ‘ Yaqu’ (“ Sacrifice’), and not in connection with the Homa ; 
and the Homa also is laid down for the ‘ Tweo-slices,’ and not for the 
whole Cake; and hence the Homa comes to be recognized as being done 
with the ‘Two-slices’ only, and with no more of the Cake. Theu as 
for the whole Cake, inasmuch as it has been given away (ur dedicated} 
to the Deity, even though it be not thrown into vie Fire, it is only natural 
that the Sacrificer should not look upon it as his ‘own’; nor would there 
be any of the objections attendant upon Preclusions. 

Consequently, the operations, that ave laid down as to be done with 
the ‘Renmants, would be duly accomplished by means of the * Rem- 
nants’ left after the “ Two-slices’ etc. have been cut ont of the Cake, 

Or, we might even go so far as to declare that there is no difference 
between the “ Yüqa” and the ‘Hom’; as both form the fore and hind 
parts of the same action; just as we find in the case of the God Nurasimha 
(Man-Lion, who has the head of the lion and the body of Man). 
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ADHIKARANA (15) 
(The Su:shtakri should be pet formed out of all Remnants] 


Sütra (42) “Inasmuch as the Actions do not tend 
“to the brenging in (of materials), they should be 
as performed out of one (Remnant) only specially 
Sas the Remnant w a secondary factor.” 


We have found that after the offerings have been thrown into the 
Sacrificial Fine, there are left behind the Remnants of the materials , 
and we now proceed to consider how 11 what manner, the Svashiakrt 
and other offerings are to be made out of these Remnants 

[ The question is as to whethe: these actions shonld be done with 
every one of the miterials, o) with only any one of them] 

Inasmuch as the opponent thinks the actions in question to be 
primary ones, he. puts forward the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ They should be done with only one of the materx's Even though 
“ these actions are primary actions, yet, if the maternis had been brought 
“ın solely for the sake of these actions, then, for the sake of paying 
‘regard to all of those materials, even though the Sacrifice would be 
“ accomplished by means of any one of the materials, like the slices cut 
“out of the animal body, yet wè would have connected the Sacrifice 
“with every one of the materials As ı mattei of fact, however, it 18 
“not so, as the actions ın question do not tend to the bringing in of 
“mateirls (for the sake of themselves), and hence, just as m the 
“case of the Tuskopatüpa-kapüla, so ın the case ın question also, the 
“actions would be performed with any one of the materials only ” 


Sitra (48) Also because of the sanctification having 
been accomplished 5? 


“ The actions ın question, even if they are merely sanctificatory rites, 
‘accomplish only such sanctification of the Principal Action, as 1s not 
“ perceptible to the senses , and inasmuch as such a sanctification would 

“be duly accomplished by the offering of the Remnant out of a single 
“ material there would be no need of my other material 

“Then as for the word ‘sakrt’ (in the sentence ‘sakrt sakri 
“ svishtuki 8 vadyat. ) refers to the single cutting, otherwise, masmuch 
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“as the singleness would be duly observed only by the offering of all the 
“ materials, in the manner of a single action, there would be no need fer 
“the mention of “once” (‘sakri’) 

“ Or, the Sitra may be explained as that the offering of the Remnants 
“would have been out of all the materials, ouly if they were sanctifiedtory 
“actions; as a matter of fact, however, they are not so, inasmuch as the 
“ Remnants are already sanctified by means of other purificatory rites. 

“ It might be argued that even if it were so, there would be nothing 
“wrong in having yet another purificatory nte performed. And in reply 
“to this also we have the Sūtra itself, taking this to mean that, (that 14 
“ not possible) as the time for purifications has pass d off, that is to say, the 
“material stands in need of, purifications, only so long as it has not 
“ been utilized , consequently, after the completion of the Principal Sacri- 
“fice (at which a certain material has been used), there can be no need 
“ for any further purificatory rites performed with regard to that materia! ; 
“ and as such there can be no further occasion for any such rites.” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (44): They should be done out of all materials: 
as the reason applies equaliy to all; and also be- 
cause the sanctification is for that purpose, 


According to the definition given m Süia 11—1-—8, the Actions in 
question are merely purificatory in their nature, and among ‘ Purifira- 
tory actions’ also, they belong to the sub-class of * Pratipatt:’ (or Actions 
of Disposal), ın accordance with the Sitra 1V—in—19; and as such 
these are required by all the materials concerned, as all of these have 
equally served their purpose ın connection with the Principal Sacrifice 
Though ıt is quite true that these actions do not tend to bring in any 
materials, yet inasmuch as these actions themselves are such as are 
brought about by the substances (Remnants) under question, they cannot 
but pertain to all of these. Even when the Principal Sacrifice has been 
duly completed, :f we find the Remnants of the materials offered at it, 
there arises a desire to know in what way these should be disposed of, 
and as such it is only right that we should have the Injunctions as to 
the particular offerings through which the said Remnants are to be 
disposed of. 


Sūtra (45): Also because we find indications (by 
certain words). 


In the sentence ‘sakri sakrt svustukrié avadyafı” we find üm thə 
repetition of “sakrt” (once) ıs explicable only if the ‘cutting’ (‘ ava- 
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dāna’) be taken as to be done out of all the Remnants, and that too only 
for offerings, which are merely sunctificatory in their character 

These Sdtrus also serve the purpose of showing the uses of the 
foregoing Adhikarana. That is to say, the question being, that—if for 
the sake of the offerings of Remnants, the Pirvapaksh? also should admit 
of ‘the fact of the whole material not being given away (at the Principal 
Sacrifice}. what would be the use of all the disenssion in the foregoing 
Adhikarana ?—the answer to this is to be taken as supplied by the Sdiras 
(of the present dhzkarana), explained in the manner shown above: 
That is to say, inasmuch as, according to the Pérvapaksha, the materials 
wonld not tend to bring abont the offerings in question, these latter would 
have to be done out of a single material; and in that case, the material 
of the Srishtakri wonld have to be wrested forcibly from the Principal 
Sacrifice; and as the single offertag would have completed the whole 
offering (to Svishtakrt), the whole material would be purified by that, 
and there would be no need of the offering being made out of the other 
materials, Whereas, in accordance with the Siddhdnta, the fact of all 
the materials equally tend to the offerings in question, as also that of 
certain words of the Vedic texts being indicative of it,—distinctly point, 
to the view of the Siddhānta (that the offerings are to be made ont of all 
the materials), which appears as the useful conclusion arrived at by the 
help of the foregoing Adhikarana; Just as in the Adhikarana dealing 
with the Paurnamds: Sacrifices. 


ADHIKARANA (16) 


[The Offerings of the Svistakrt and the icst should be made out of 
the Fust Material 1 


PURVAPAKSHA 


Stra (46) “If the offerings were to be made out of 
“one only, then they could be done out of any one 


“that one might Uhe, as all of them are equally 
‘capable of being used 5? 


LAdmıttıng, for the sake of argument, that the said Offermgs me to 
be made out of a single material, there arises the question as to whether 
they shot id be done ont of the first, or out of any of the Remnants that 
we might like to u*ilise,—and on this we have the Pürsapolsha as laid 
down ın the Süfra 

Though the word meant to be used was ‘yathakamyam,’ yet, mas- 
much as ıt is meant to be a qualification of Buddh (Idea), 1t 18 spoken of 
in the Feminine gender, and as such we have the Feminine ending ‘ nish,’ 
ın accordance with the Sūtra ‘ shadgauridibhyagca’ (Pänım, 1V—ı—d41), 
and then there bemg an elimination of the ‘ya’ of the “shyağ” affix, in 
accordance with the Siira “ halastaddhitasya’ (Panenz VI—1v—150), we 
get the form ‘ yaihakami’ 


SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (41) They must be done out of the principal 
material, as that as the first (to present itself) 


The Offermgs of Remnants are due to the existence o” the Remnants, 
as also to the necessity of domg what is enjoined in the Veda, and hence, 
they come to be related to that material which happens to be mentioned 
first (before the other materials) ın the scriptural text bearing upon 
the question, and as, at that time, there would be no meongruity in the 
offering being made out of that material, 1t ıs directly made And when 
this has been done, the injunction has been carried into cffect, and hence its 
injunctive function ceases forthwith , and there bemg no reason for the 
offering of any other Remnants, if such offerings were ma „they would 
be incompatible with the sense of the Injunction Consequently, thev are 
not to be performed 
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ADHIKARANA (17) 
[The division of the Cake is for the purposes of eating | 


Stitra (48) “Inasmuch as the ‘Katung’ ıs not found 
“to be mentioned, the word ‘ Dina’ should be taken 
‘om the sense of ° Purchase’ (or Exchange) ” 


In connection with the Quartermg of the Cake, we find the parts 
pointed out as ‘Idam Brahmanah’ ete And there arises the question as to 
how these parts come to be pointed cut as belonging to the Brahma and 
others , andit being found that these sentences lay down giving of the 
parts to the priests, there arises the question as to whether this Giving 
is laid down simply as a means of purchaseng the services of those 
Prests, who could do anything they hhed with the portions of the Cake 
received by them,—or ıt ıs laid down for the due fulfilment of the action of 
Disposal (of Remnants), which is accomplished by thew being eaten by 
the Priests 

And on this question, we have the followmg— 


PÜRVAPAKFHA 


“ The giving is laid down as the means of the purchasing of their ser 
“vices Because in the case in question we do not find any such senten 
“ces as, ‘ Yajamanapancama adüm bhaksayanti, laymg down either the 
‘predominance of the materzal, or the actual Elatıng of that Conse 
“quently, imasmuch as Materials are accessories to Sacrifices, and as they 
“ are found to be given to only those that have been connected with the 
“ performance of the sacrifice, ıt must be admitted that, even though there 
“s no direct declaration of Purchase, yet the giving of the Cakes, like 
“ that of the Sacrificial Fee, cannot but be regarded as serving the purposes 
“of the said purchase” 


Sutra (49) “Also because of these beng praised as 
o6 such 99 


“ We find the Giving of the Cakes eulogised as—" öshö vaz Dargapiir 
“ namüsayordakshonü Rtvyaim utsihakarint’, and there can be no doubt 
“ that this pertains to the purchase (of the services of the Priests) ” 


CARE DIVISION FOP LALIM 1443 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (60) İt nest be for the purposes of eating, 
because as regards the material, they are all equat 


The Divison of the parts of the Cake among the Priests is not for the 
purposes of the Purchase, because mn all cases we find that a Purchase is 
effected by something belonging to ore’s self, and when the Cake has 
been given away to the Deities, there 1s no pe.son having any sort of 
ownership over 16 

That ıs to say, imasmuch as the whole Cake has beea given away 
vo the Deity, the Sicrificer is no longer its owner and as such he has 
as much ownership over it as the Priests, Brahma and “he rest, con 
sequently zust as these latter could not mahe any g.ftsot the Cake so 
too the Sacrificer Consequently if ne were to effect a puichase (by giving 
the Cake in exchange for the services rendered), |e would ne asserting his 
.ights of ownership over it, and thereb: he would be undor g the gift that 
he has previously conveyed to ihe Dety For these reasons, we cannot 
admit the gosong to be for the purposes ot P'u chase 

Then there remains the qucstior — On what grounds do jou take it 
“ to be for the purposes of Eating ? ” 

And to this we offe: the following answer — 

We have already expluned that the Linga (01 Indicative face) ot a 
thing consists of its capabıl:fy , and this is adnutted, on all bands, to be 
the means of ascertaimmg the use to which that thing is to be put, then 
there can be no doubt that the Cake 1s capable of being eaten, as ıt 18 found 
to be so by its very nature 

The Bhāsya has made the declaration —" We have nere: seem the Brahma 
and other priests in any way helping the parts of the Cake’ But this is not 
quite proper, as they are actually found to help them in then Disposal 
Then goes on the Bldsya with another declaratıon— On the other hand, we 
find the Parts of the Cake helping the Priests’, and this too 1s not proper, as 
ın that case the giveng wou'd come to be for the purposes of the Purchase , 
as, (L) 1t 18 not by bemg eater alone that the Cake could help them,—ait 
might help them, ın some way or other, even mer*ly by bemg taken 
home, (2) as ıt will be explained ın all cases, that the Hating 1s meantas a 
purificatory of the material (and not as helping the Priests), and (3) the 
Hating is not spoken of as being left off, on the occasion of any Penance, 
etc , and certainly all things connected with the Mun himself would cer- 
tainly cease on such occasions 

For these reasons, we must explain the Bhasya in the following 
manner There is no doubt that there 1s a Disposal of the parts of the 
Cake, but still, when we come to seek for the special purpose served by 
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the zrestiiction of the performers (of this Disposal, to the Priests only), we 
conclude that the purpose of this les in the fact of the action binging 
about a certain purificatory power in those performers, because so long as 
we can find a visible purpose, we can have no authority for assuming 
an imperceptible one And there can be no doubt that the purificatory 
rite that ıs most intimately connected with the performer ıs the Hating, 
and hence even 1f they were to carry their shares home, unless they would 
eat them, they would not brıng about any effects in themselves, conse 
quently, howsoever far they might carry them, it 18 absolutely necessary 
that they should at last eat them 

Thus then, (1) masmuch as there would be no reason for passing 
over the first of such rites that 1s cognised,—(2) as the capability (of the 
Cake itself), and the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging to 
such and such Priests, distinctly point to the necessitv of the Fating that 
has been commenced,—we conclude that 16 is the Huteng that helps 
the Priests, Brahma and others As for the ‘Remnant’ that stazids ın 


need of Disposal, its natural capability shows that the best manner of its 
disposal consists of its being Haten 


Sūtra (51) As for the saad Pi aise of the Grving, rt 98 
due to the saud pointing out 


As for the above quoted eulogy — EsAa Daksenü, ıb must be ex 
plamed, as refermg to the desuable effects that follow ın the wake of the 
Eateng, or as due to the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging 
to Brahma, and thus bearing some sort of a similarity to the Sacrificial 
Fee (Daksınğ) 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted to be fully established that 
the Injunction with reference to the Division of the Cake, is for the pur- 
pose of its being Eaten (by the Priests) 


Thus ends the Fourth Pada of Adhyaya IlI 


“€“-——- “ə a ATON a ——— — — ——— ——— 


ADHYAYA III 
PADA V 
ADHIKARANA (1) 


"The offerings of the Sustakri, etc , we not to be formed with the 
Butter ın the Dhruza-vessel, etc , etc | 


Sutia (1) “(The Offering of the Remnants should be made) out 
sof the Butte) also, (1; because of the mention of 
s6 6 atl 9 25 


We now proceed to deal with the suppression of the too extensive 
application of the law propoundei in Sara 111—1V —44 

[In connection with the Durga Pürnamdsa, ve have the sentence 
“ gttarürdhüt Svestakrté samavadyati,’ ‘ Idamupahvayair, and so on, laying 
down the various Offerings of Remnants And with regard tothesesenten- 
ces, there arises the questzon as to whether the Svzstakri offering, herein 
laid down, should, or should not be made out of the Butter used at the 
Upümçuşyü?şa 1 

” And the Sutra recalls, from the Sutra 111—v —44, the following— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA 


“ (The offering in question must be made out of the said Butter), as 
“ ib is only then that we could justify the subsequent description ‘out of 
“ all materials,’ which mentions all materials, without any exception (and 
“hence the leaving out of the Butter would not be ın keepmg with the 
“ Description )” 


Sūtra (2) (2) “ Also because of the reason ” 


We have a historical narrative m the Veda (“The Deities said to 
“ Sussfula t, carry offerings to us, he replied, L crave the boon of having 
“a share in the sacripeal offerinys, they said--namc it, he replied—may 
“ they offer to me, one by un, the slices out of the lutter half ,)—which shows 
“ (he reason fot which offerings are made to Szzstekré, and there can be 
“no doubt, that this reason 1s as applicable to the case of Butter as to 
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“any other materials, as the reason given is that—‘because Svestakrt 
“carries the Offerings to the gods, he craved the boon of a share in the 
“ offerings’, and as a matter of fact, we find that the Butter also has been 
‘carried by him to the Deities of the Upümçuyüşa , and it follows from this 
“that he should have an offering out of this Butte: also” 


Sätra (3) (3) € Because wn regard to a certain (action) 
“we find the word ‘samavatta ’ ” 


“The word “ Ekasman” in regard to a certain action, or it may 
“mean that, according to you, the Siddhant., if a single material be 
“ cut out for the offering to Svvstukri, then there would be no sense in the 
“word Samavatia, which sigmfies ‘bemg cut out together with other 
“materials , whereas according to us, imasmuch as the Butter would also 
“be cut out and offered to him, along with the other materials, the word 
“* Samavatia’ would be quite relevant and compatible 

“We now proceed to show where this word ‘Samavatta’ is actually 
“found we have a Saciifice laid down im the sentence, ‘ Adetyah prayani 
“ yaşcarurbhasafı”, and in connection with this same Sacrihce, we find 
“the declaration, ‘fyyusyaunam curumabhipurytjyabhagdh Pathyidayac 
“ catasro dévaid yashtavyak’, winch lays down four sacrifices, which, by 
“reason of then having the same matiral as the Upömçuyğ)u, must 
“be regarded as the modzficatzons of this latter, while the Sacrifice 
‘land down m the fitst sentence—i e the Adityacaru Srciifice—is the 
“modification of the Aynéya Sacrifice, and im connection with this 
“ last Sacrifice, we ind the declaration, ‘.ignayé Suwhtakrié samavadyats’ , 
“and if only one part of the Caru were to be offered to Svistakrt, then we 
‘should have had the word ‘avadyat:’, whereas if the offering be made 
“also out of the original Butter used at the Upaimeuydja, then in this 
“ latter case also the Sacrificial offering would have to be made, and this 
“necessitating the cutting out (and offering) of both the Caru and the 
“ Butter, the use of the word ‘ Savadyat?” becomes fully justified For 
“this reason, too, ıb must be admitted that the Offerings of Remnants are 
“ fo be made out of the Butter also ” 


Stra (4) (4) “ Because we find an Artravada of 
Svistakrt with reference to the Butter ” 


“ We find the passage—‘ A4oadüya uvalãyu dhiurdm pratyabhighara 
“yate, Svishtakrie ‘vadaya na pratyabhiyharayat.’ (‘Having made each 
“ offering, one refills the Dhruvd vessel, but when he has made the offering 
“to Sveshtakri, he does not refill ıt”), and in this the word ‘prāt’ (ın 
“““pratyabhaghürayatı , ‘ Refills’) distinctly shows that the offermgs 1e- 
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‘“‘ferred to are those taken ont of the Dhruza vessel, as is also justified by 
the very nature of this vessel itself, which 1s apparently found to be meant 
‘ to serve the purpose of holding the offering materials And hence it 
follows that the offering that is made to Svstak £, is also taken out of 
“the Dhruva, as is shown by the prohibition (in the passage quoted) of 
“ the Fef/ling of that vessel, after the offermg to Svastakré has been 
made And then again, the distinct injunction that “there should be no 
ofterings after that to Srwhtalit’, also indicates that the previous Ee- 
‘fillings (spoken of as following after each offering has been made) were 
“solely for the sake of (being offered to) Srastukit Conscynently, in 
accordance with the Sutra “Tüfsümdünyüt, ef’ 1t must be admitted! 
‘ that the offermgs of Remnants shoald be performed ont of all the 
miterials ’ 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (5) There being no Remnant (of the Butter), at 
could not be so,—the absence of Remnant being 
due to the whole of it having been taken up. 


The offerings of Remnants ave made onl, when there 1s a Remnant 
left of the material used atthe Principal Saenifiee As a matter of fact 
ve find that there 1s n> Remnant left of the Buiter used at the paun- 
güşa , for the simple reason that the v hol: of it has Been taken up by tl - 
Sacrifice 

By the next Sūtra ve proceed to show why the whole of the Butter is 
taken up 


Sözü a (6) There could be no ‘Remnant’ en the Dhru- 
vai, because thes belongs in common (to many actions) 


In the Dhruva, there can be no ‘ Remnant’ of the Upameu yüşa, (1) 
because the Butte: that is brought in it is not related exclusively to an, 
particular action, and hence all actions that are to be done with Butter, 
ue done out or the Butter in the Dhiwa, as is distinctly authorized by 
the sentence ‘Sarv@aiuw vd etad grhyate 

bor the Tatteriyas also (tl ough they have no such textas ‘ Sarvasma, 
vii etad grhyaté’), we ind that the (pa@neuydza 1s mentioned in the course of 
the mention of such actions as the Upastarana, Abhaghürana and the 
hke, and hence the sentence upast: uannabhighārayannājyasya yaşan” 
shows that the Ayya (Butter) 1s à material belonging in common to all 
these actions 

And then, ın the case of all things that are common to many—f 1 an 
Assembly, a Forest pienu, Company dinners, and such other things,—we 
find, that when the share of one has been taken away by him, his connection 
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with the material ends then and there, and to the rest of the thing, the 
remaining owners are entitled, and assuch that cannot be spoken of as the 
‘Remnant’ of the share taken away, and consequently, ın such cases, the 
rest of the material, not having served its purpose, could not stand in 
need of Disposal When, however, all the persons entitled have taken up 
their respective portions, then there does arise a need for Disposal, but 
that too in keeping with the common character of the material = Thus then 
in the case m question, when a portion of the Butter in the Dhruva ıs 
taken out for the purposes of the Upadmeu yüşa, there is no ‘ Remnant’ 
of the portion of that Sacrifice, as the rest of the Butter in the vessel has 
still got to serve its purpose in connection with the subsequent actions of 
Upastaə ana, Abhigh@iana, and the hke, and 1t1s admitted on all hands that 
the Offerings of Remnants are merely meant to be the Disposal of mate 
rials that have served all the purpose that they had to serve, and are no 
longer required, and as such they conld not take up those materials 
which have yet to serve certain purposes For these reasons it must be 
admitted that there can be no ‘ Remnant’ (of Butter) ın the Dhruva 

As for the common ‘ Remnant’ that would be left after all the said 
actions have been completed, we have an altogether different Disposal laid 
down for that,—m the form known as ‘ Samashtiyajuk’ If this (* Samash- 
tiyajwh’) also be regarded as an independent Principal Action, just like 
the Upastarana and the rest (and not as a mere ‘ Offering of Remnant’), 
then, in that case, the presence of any “ Remnant’ ın the Dhiwva would be 
all the more impossible (as the ‘ Samashtiyaju’ is distinctly laid down as 
consisting of the offermg of all the Butter that might be found im the 
Dhrurā, after: the Upastarana and the other actions have been done) As 
a matter of fact, however, we can quite reasonably take this Samasht. 
yayuh as a mere Action of Desposal, (1) as, on referring to the text of the 
Taittuiya, we find that it ıs origmatively related to another action , (2) 
and as, being mentioned as ‘ Homa , it cannot be regarded as a Gacı fice 
And then, masmuch as this Action is laid down as taking up all the 
Butter m the Dhürucö, ıt naturally precludes the performance of all the 
other Offerings of Remnants Hence, too, ıt must be admitted that there 
can be no Remnant in the Dhruva 


Sūtra (T) Though ot as taken out in the Juhu, yet gi 28 
the whole of that that ıs connected with the Homa. 


The opponent might argue, that—“ there ıs a portion of the Butter 
‘taken out in the Juhi, exclusively for being offered in the Upameu yãja , 
“and there would be a Remnant of that attached to the Juhi,—yjust as 
“ there is of the Soma im the vessels and cups” But this is not possible, 
be wuse itis the whole of that Bntt (in the Juha) that is laid down is 
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to he offered ın the Homa, by the Injunction ‘caturavattaii pühoti”, and we 
have already shown, ın connection with the Cau meant for the Upadhana, 
that that which 1s laid down for one purpose cannot be mghtly used for 
anothe: For this reason there can be no ‘Remnant’ in the Juha eather 


Süztva (8) 009 —“ As in the cups (go it would be possible 
in the Juht also)” 


Itis argued that—” Though the Soma in the cups 1s laid down as to 
“ be offered in Homa, yet we always find Hemuants of 1t ın those cups, and 
“similarly, we could have a “ Remnint” in the Juhi also (in the case m 
€ question) ” 

And ve have got to refute this argument (which we proceed to doin 
the following Söf?a) 


Sitra (9) It as not so. because (in the case of Soma) 
there ıs no infiingement of the Injunction, and 
also because it vs brought up sumply as an offering 
material (and not as connected with Homa). 


The case in question 1s not similar fo that of the Soma , because in the 
case of the latter, ıt ıs brought up into the Vessels and Cups, simply by 
way of being laid out as mere offering materials, and as such there is no 
Homa of it,—as we shall eaplun in the Adhikaruna on the eating of the 
Soma remnant (Sütras I1I1—v —19 et seg ) And hence for one, who would 
refute the sfrengement of Injunction brought forward m Sütra 111—v— 
19, there would not be a Homa of the whole quantity of the Soma, and as 
such, in this case, there would be no incompatibihty, erther with the fact 
of the Offering of Remnant bemg found to serve another purpose, or with 
the fact of its bemg taken from all quarters ın accordance with such sen 
tences as ‘ Somasyf@gné zahı, etc”, or with the names given to the Cups, in 
the sentences ‘Sarvatah pa xhüram açvınam bhakshayatı” (where “Açuma” 
is the name of one of the ten Cups), while every one of these facts would 
have been contradicted if the whole of the Soma were offered (and no 
Remnant was left) 

Or (“ codanğın odhat’ may be explained ın the followmg manner)—In 
the case of the Soma, the non-offering of the whole is not found to mfringe 
any Injunction, and as such, in view of this ‘non enfrongement,’ the 
whole is not offered In the case in question, on the other hand, we find 
the non offering of the whole of the Butter to be contradictory to a dis 
tinct Injunction And 1t1s this non-rafrangement (in the case of the Soma) 
that ıs the reason for there being a Remnant m the Cups Such is the 
sense of the Sūtra 

182 
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The Bhasya did not biing forvard the case of the ‘ Cups,’ before it 
ıntroduced the present Sutra, and hence, in that case, it 18 necessary to 
assume an Objection-Sutia,—showing that the existence of the materal 
18 not necessarily accompanied by the offering of the whole of 1t,—and then 
to supply the answer to that (assumed Siira) And this answer ıs that, 
in the case of the Soma, we would have a Remnant in accordance with 
another declaration to that effect, whereas in the case ın question, we have 
no such other Declaration (and hence there would be no Remnant), and 
thus the reason ‘ Homusamyogat’ (‘because of connection with Homa’) 
being quahfied by—‘ while there ıs no declaration to the contrary, ”—there 
can be no flaw in the reason given 

Or again, ın Sütra 7, we could substitute the word “ ca’ in the place 
of ‘zu,’ and then take the Sūtra as embodying an ‘objection brought for- 
ward by the Purvapaksh:, and those who would take the Sutra thus 
would have to cite, m support of then contention, the instance of the 
‘Cups’, and then Süöfra 8 would be taken as recalling that instance 
And, ın this case, the sense of Sūtra 7 would be thus —The opponent hav- 
mg urged that— because of its being taken out ın the Juhi, there 
would be a Remnant, as ın the case of the Cups’,—the reply is that, “that 
1s connected with Homa’, and this has already been explamed above 


Sutra (10) The word ‘all’? apples to that which exists 
(in the case in question), because the word pertains to 
those alone that have been mentioned in connection 
(with the case) 


As for the descriptive reference contamed in the sentence “ Sarvebhyo 
havn bhyah °,—a reference which is based upon a previously indicated possi- 
bility (of the offering of “all materials’),—we take the ‘all’ referred to 
be that which we perceive m the case in question, because in any case the 
word ‘all’ can only be used relatively with reference to things that may 
appear in the present connection , as it 18 absolutely impossible to speak 
anything of the Absolute All, and as such our view is not incompatible 
with this use of the word ‘all’ Thus then the words ‘ Sarvebhyah 
haverbhyag’ must be taken to refer to those materials which, on account 
of their beng remnants of those, are capable of Disposal, or those that 
exist merely as Remnants of the original materials [This Sutra meets 
the Parsapaksha argument m Sütra (1)) 


Sütra (11) The other vs based upon a particular genus. 


Asin the previous case, so in the present one also, the word ‘ samava- 
dyatı” is a mere descriptive reference, and as such 1+ could apply to 
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the Butter also, consequently, when the Qaru would be cut up (for 
being offered), that would inevitably involve the cutting up—even though 
not desired—of its parts also, on account of these beng mtimately mixed 
up Consequently the prefix ‘Sam’ (ın ‘ Samavadyat:’) should be taken 
as a mere descriptive reference based upon the fact of the two subtly 
mixed up genuses (of Caru and Buiter) [This meets the Purvapaksha 
argument contained ın Siitra (3)) 


Sutra (12) The last refers to the non-emptiness (of the 
vessel) 


The last argument that has been brought forward by the Purvapaksha 
(in Siitra 4), is that based upon the Arthavada with regard to the Suishtakrt 
But that ıs quite explicable in accordance with our theory also, as mdi- 
cating non-emptiness That ıs to say,in the sentence ‘ Suishtakrie vaddyan 
na pratyabhaghürayatı?, the ‘avadāna’ (‘offering’) spoken of must be 
taken as that cutting’ which 1s made out of that material from which it 
is actually made, or from which it can be done Asa matter of fact, we find 
that this “ Acadana” is capable of being done ont of such materials as the 
Cake and the lke , while what is done out of the Dhiuea is only the action 
of Upastarana and Abhiyharana Nor do we find the Avadana out of the 
Dhrur& connected with the Dative (in Svishtairté’) Specially as even 
though some other substance may have been offered to the Deity, yet 
the Dhruva would stand in need of “ Refilling’ (‘ P) atyabhigh@rana `) for 
the sake of the actions of Upastarana and Abhiyha@rana, in connection with 
which it has been found to be useful And thus there would be a use for 
the Dhruva, before the Svishtakrt offering, even after the other offerings 
have been made, and hence with each offering, it should be refilled , but 
when the Sveshtal rt offering has been made, there 1s nothing more to be 
done , and hence there 1s no further need for refilling 1t Nor can the re 
fillangs be regarded as purificatory of the previous offerings , as that would 
necessitate the assumption of an invisible result for them 

As for the non-empteness (of the Vessel), ıt ıs clearly for the sake of 
the action to be performed next consequently without making the Artha 
vida m question apply to the Swstakrt, we could explain it as referiing to 
the nou-emptiness of the Vessel prior to the Svishtakrt offering 


ADHIKARANA (2) 


[The ‘ Offering of Remnants ” should not be performed in connection with 
tu e Sakampıasthayya | 


Sūtra (18) The performance of the Svaistakrt and the 
Idawm connection with the Sthamprasthayya, also 
əs lake the above 


In connection with tne Amadvasy% Sacrifices, we have always the per 
formance of the Sözsfak,?£ wd the Ida, out of the Sannayya materal, 
and the Sakamprastha@yya is a modification of the material (of the Sax 
nüyya ), and hence thers 1s un idea that those actions should be performed 
out of that modification also, and on this pomt the case of the Sakam 
prasthayya differs frum th it the Butte: in the Dhrura (though, ın accord 
mce with the rule‘ Prukrtsvaa Vikihh?, the Offerine of Remnants would 
be performed ın connection with the Sdkamprasth@yya, just as with the 
Sünnüyya) And hence taere bemg a doubt as to whether the case in 
question is amenable to the reasonings of the foregoing Adhikarana,—the 
present Sutra serves the purpose ot pomting out the fact of the case of 
the Sdkamprasthayya beng «xactly the same as that of the Butter ın the 
Dhruva That ıs to say, just as in the case of the latter, so in the forma 
also, there would be none of the offerings, on account of there being no Remnant 
—thas absence of Remnant being due to the whole of ət haring being taken up 
(Sutr@é 5) And im this case the fact of the whole of ıt having been 
taken up is shown by the following We find the sentence ‘ Homarthé 
prasarpatah saha kumbhibhah?, which lays down the unpartitioned mik, 
as to be offered ‘along with the milking pots’, and this distinctly shows 
that the whole of the material is offered (because when the pots also have 
been offered, there cannot be any Remnant) , and hence it is not possible 

for any Remnant to be kept 


ADHIKARANA (3) 


[In connection with the Sauiramani there is no ‘ Offering of Remnants °] 


Sitra (14): So also in the case of the Sautramani (there 
would be no Remnants) in the vessels. 


The phrase ‘ tadvai’ ıs to be supplied from the preceding Siza. 

In connection with the Sauträmani, we find mentioned certain vessels 
of unne, and of milk, named ‘ Aguina’ and the hke , and inasmuch as these 
vessels only serve the purpose of keeping the various materials separate— 
just as ın the case of the Cups (of Soma), so in this also—there would be 
no possibility of the whole of the materials bemg offered up And hence 
inasmuch as this would lead to the idea of the case in question differing 
from those dealt with before (and hence not amenable to the previous 
reasonings),—the present Sdira pomts out the amenability of the case in 
question to the reasonings of the previous .idAzhu, unas 

And each of these Vessels is taken up for Homin m the same order 
that ıt is held , and the Vessels as held are laid dawn as to be offered up, 
in the sentence—" Yathfarhitau rir sp? ` I atture ytun puyogra- 
hün guhvate, dakshınësurãg: ahfin’? (which shows that there can be no 
Remnants, as even the Vessels are offered up) 


Sutra (15): The mention of f Remnant" also is to be 
explained as before. 


The Prohibition, contained in the scuteuce ‘wrk ov fa, na sdıvum 
gühotiy which is not subsidiary to an Injunction, 15 4 mere descriptive 
reference “ Ucchinasht.’ is an Injunction, and the subsequent Prohibition 
ig a descriptive reference to it, and this latter would point out the ur} ussi- 
bility of the ‘Offering of Remnants,’ through the fact of the whole uf the 
material being offered up ın Homa Then as for the ‘ Remnant ” that is 
spoken of, there may be some other action, exther in the shape of a distinct 
Disposal, or m that of another Principal Action And for these reasons, 
the Swstakrt and the 148 should not be performed (out of the Sautra- 
mani). 


ADHIKARANA (4) 


[In connection with the Sarvapishthésf., the Svestakrt, the Tdü and the 
other ‘Offerings of Remnants ” should be pei formed only once] 


Sūtra (16) “ The material being one, and the Actions 
“diverse, the actions in question should be per- 
66 fo? med with each action’? 


It having been established that there are certain ‘ Offerings of Rem- 
nants’ to be pei formed, we now proceed to consider the case of particular 
‘Offerings of Remnants ’ 

In connection with the Sarvaprshihést,, we find the passage Indraya 
Ruthantardya, Indrūya Varhataya, İndrüya Vasrijtya, İndiüya Vari aya, 
İndrüya Cakva: üya, etc”, and we hnd that this passage speake of six in 
dependent Deities, showu by the six words with the dative onding, and 
hence also sıx different connections of the Deity and the Material, and as 
in the Sacrifice occupied by one Deity there couii be no room for the 
other Deity, the distinctive feature of the Derty cannot be regarded as 
pointing to six different actions For some of these actions there are dis 
tinct offering materials laid down, whule for some of them, there is laid 
down a single material, in common, in the shapu of the Cake of the size of 
the Oart-wheel And when we accept this fact, we come to the considera- 
tion of the question, as to whether the ‘Remnant Offering’ would be 
different for each of these latter Actions, or, on .wcconnt of the material 
being the same there would be a single offering, ın common amongst them 

Objection “The question forms a subject of Adhytya XI, and as 
“ such would be lelt with in that Chapter, under the Sūtra, ‘ ékadravyé, 
“ete? (XI-—iv—i2), and consequently it need not be taken up for 
considetation, in the present connection ” 

Reply Inasmuch as, ın the case in question, the material has to be 
Disposed of, it bears the Action distinctly, and as it is piece by piece that 
the material ıs subsidiary to the Principal Actions, there can be no single 
performance in common, and hence, though the discussion really belongs 
to Adhyöya XI, yet, masmuch as it mvolvcs the consideration of the Rem- 
nant and the Original, it forms a fit object to be dealt with in connection 
with the matte: of ‘ Remn mt Offerings ” 

And on the above question, we have the followmg— 
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PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“€ It is only when the Material is one, that there would be a single 
“performance common to all the actions concerned; specially in a 
“ case where it is in the same condition that the Material helps in all the 
“actions ; the more so as, in such cases, we do not perceive any reason for 
“ making any difference ; in fact no such difference can ever be made. In 
€ the case in question however, the Material is found to help in the 
“ Sacrifice, piece by piece (and not as one complete whole); and the sanctifi- 
“cation of the Material also lies only in the help that it accords to the 
“ Sacrifice; and hence a difference in the Principal Sacrifice would make 
“a difference in the said Sanctification (the Svisfukrt offering, the Idd, 
“ etc.) , and as such these could not be performed once only, as common to 
“all the PrincipalSacrifices. Asa matter of fact, we find that, even though 
“ one part of the Cake (that is offered at one action, f.i.) may have been dis- 
“ posed of, yet there could be a Disposal of another partofit. Inasmuch as 
“the exact places out of which the various offerings are cut out are 
“ different, it is quite natural that there should be a differentiation into 
“the ‘Northern half’, the ‘Southern half,’ ete., etc. And hence we 
“conclude that the Svistakré offering and the Idā are to be repeated 
“€ with each action.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (17): The Remnant of each action not being dis- 
tinguished, it would belong equally to all (and hence 
there can be but one Disposal). 

The Svishtakri and the Ida are to be performed once only, because 
these offerings are not purificatory of the Sacrifice, nor of the material 
that is offered in Homa; then as for the ‘ Remnant of the Homa’ (that 
which has been left after all the Homas have been performed), that is 
one only (for all); and as such it is only right that the ‘Offering of 
Remnant’ should be done once only, which would apply, in common, to 
all the Homas. 

That is to say, if the offerings in question were purificatory of the 
Sacrifice, or of the Material that is offered in Homa, then, the difference 
among the Sacrifices, and among the Materials, would have led to a diver- 
sity in the offerings in question. As a matter of fact, however, we find 
that they are purificatory of the Remnants; and we also know full well 
that in the case in question, there is a single Remnant, common to all the 
Homas: and it is the ‘ Northern’ and ‘ Southern’ halves of this common 
Remnant that are taken up for the offerings in question ; and they are 
not the parts of that slice which has been cut out and offered at the Prinei- 
pal Sacrifice; as no such parts have been spoken of in ccunection with 
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the origmal Sacrifice , and as such we can certainly assert the fact of its 
specifications not being cognized For if one could take up the ‘ Northern 
half ” for the sake of one of the Principal Sacrifices, that would snffice for 
the due fulfilment of what has been enjoined, and hence the other Prin 
cipal Sacrifices also will come to have all their needs supplied by that 
very slice 

For these 1easons ıt must be admutted that the offerings ın question 
are made only once, as common (to all the Homas concerned) 

As for the excesses left after the Disposal-Offerings, they would be 
utilised in a subsequent Desposal-Offerrng, fı m the Caturdhakarana 
(Quartering of the Cake) 


ADHIKARANA (5) 


[Out of the Indra Vayu Vessel, the Eating of Remnant should be done 
twice | 


Sūtra (18) In the case of the Aindravayava, there 
should be an Eating with each action, because of a 
distinct declaration to that effect 


[At the Jyotstoma, we have several vessels contuning Soma, and 
each vessel is dedicated to a distinct Deity , one of these ıs dedicated 
jointly to India and Vayu, this is called the “ Hondratüyaca-Graha” as 
the Remnants in every one of these vessels has to be eaten, with regard to 
this Aimdravadyiva v>ssel, there arises a question as to whether the 
Remnant in it ış to be erten once only, asın the case of the other vessels, 
or twice, m view of the fict that out of this two offermgs have been 
made, one to Indra and another to Vayu, and as such it practically con 
tains tuo Remnants | 

Though the proper place for this discussion would have been iter 
Sutia 19, where the questionof the Eating oy Soma in general has beer dealt 
with,—yet ıt has been mtroduced here, simply because, being an excep 
tion to the conclusion of the foregoing Adhikar ana, this presents itself to us 
more quickly than the said general question 

On this, we have the following Pūrvapah»hu, based upon reasoning 
“ (he material being one and the same, a single Eating would suffice for 
“the due carrying out of the scriptural Injunction ” 


SIDDHANTA 


In view of a distinct Declaration that to the effect,—” Dovrainda- 
cüyavasya bhahsayat, —we must admit that the Remnant should be eaten 
twice 

Though it is quite true that we have certain Adh’karanas where, as m 
the present case, the Pu vapaksha 1s based upon ieasoneng, while the Sid- 
dhanta in reply 15 based on Verbal Authority,—yet that does not appear 
to be quite the proper method , because in such cases no Doubt 1s possible 

Such an Aalokarana 1s put forth only ın a case where a certain thing, 
having been found to be posszble on the ground of Reasoning, 13, however, 
set asıde on the ground of Verbal Authority, and hence tLe thing in ques- 
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tion not bemg admissible, such an Adhikarina would be of use in all cases 
that might be found to be amenable to the said Reasonang [In the case 
ın question hawever we find the reverse to be the case, as the ‘Twice 
Hating’ was not possible, on the ground of any Reasoning, but has been 
found to be made possible by Verbal Authority | And as this Reasoning 
ın question has been already shown ın the foregoing Adhikarana there 
would not be much use for the present discussion 

Consequently we must explain the Adhzkarana, not as it has been done 
above (in accordance with the Bhasya), but m the following manner 
The Opponent brings forvard the following arguments against the Sid- 
dhünta of the foregoing Adhikarana,—and this we might take as— 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


“ At the Sarvaprstha, the Suishtak:t and the Id& should be performed 
“with each action , as all these principal actions are wholly different from 
“one another For example, we find that, in reference to the Aindravayava, 
“where the Principal Actions are admittedly distinct, we have as many 
“ Purificatory Remnant Offermgs as these Actions, in iccordance with 
“such declarations as— Dmrarndravayavasya bhaksayatı”, ‘ Düerhyetasya 
“ gashatkarott”, and hence it must be admitted that there should be as 
“ many purifications of the Remnant as there are Vashatkaras” 

For this reason, the present Sutra (18) we should take as explaining 
the case of the Aidravayava (that has been cited by the Opponent in 
support of his view in regard to the Sarvaprstha), and then supplying the 
Answer to these arguments And this Answer we can represent as— 


SIDDHANTA (B) 


İn the case of the Arndravayava, though the Hating should have heen 
done once only, ıt ıs done twice, because of the direct Declaration to 
that effect,—and not hecause of the diversity of the Pimeipal Actions 
concerned , specially as we have shown under the ‘ Hatvadmkarana’ (1— 
—ı—28 et seq ), that a Vedic sentence cannot be taken as giving the Reason 
for any thing 

In this way, the present Adhrkarana comes to be a mere supplement 
to the previous one, and masmuch as it also serves the purpose of 
reminding us of the Discussion in regad to the Eatıng of Soma, there 
would be no incongruity m the order of the Adhikaranas (sought to be 
explamed away at the beginning of the present Adhikarana) 


ə a a R R A A R a ə a o — — — 


ADHIKARANA (6) 
[There should be an Hating of the Soma Remnané | 


Sitra (19) “There should be no Eating of Soma, as there 1s 
“no Declaration to that effect” 

In the case of the Asndiava@yava, there might be an eating, even on 
account of the qualified Injunction, so 1t is with regard to the Soma in 
the other Vessels and ın Cups, that there ıs a doubt as to whether, or not, 
there ıs an Eating of those 

Though among these also, the case of the Somas referred to in the 
sentences ‘ SarvatahparihGram Açumnam bhaksayat:’ and the lke would 
be amenable to the same reasoning as that m regard to the Arndiavdyava, 
—yet with regard to these also, we have to consider the question as to 
whether these sentences merely serve the purpose of laying down qualifi- 
cations with regard to the Faing whose performabılıty 1s alreidy fully 
recognized, ot they lay down the qualified Eating itself 

Question “ What difference does this make?” 

Answer If these sentences themselves are also the Injunctions of the 
Hatung, then this has to be done only in the cases‘specified in these sen 
tences, whuleif the Injunction of the mere eating is got at elsewhere (and 
the sentences quoted be the Injunction of mere qualifications), then, in 
that case, even thongh the Indicative Force of the words might point 
directly to only a part of the Soma, yet it would apply to all the Somas 

In regard to this Questzon, then, there are three probable alternative 
theories, viz (1) Inasmuch as the sentences that are found to serve the 
wholly different purposes of layıng down qualifications, they stand in need 
of an Injunction,—and as there 1s no Injunction,—there can be no Hating , 
(2) or, those very sentences may be taken as Injunctions, and accordingly, 
there ıs to be an Hating out of those vessels only that are specified in 
them, (8) or, there ıs to be an Euftaug, on the aforesaid grounds of the 
Name (that 1s, given to the Cups and Vessels, as ‘hotugeamasah’ and the 
like), the performing of the Vashatkdra, the Homa, and the Abjugava 

And out of these, we having the following as the— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


€ AT the Soma ın the vessels and cups bemg entircly taken up by 
“the Homa,—yust as in the case of the Butter (Adh: 1), the Sahampras 
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“ thüyya (Adhı 2) and the Sautramani (Adhi 3),—there would be no 
“ Remnant, whence, then, could there be any Fatıng? The Hatung can 
“not be said to be implied by any Original Primary Sacrifice (as the 
“ Jyotistoma, ın which we have all the Vessels and Cups under con 
“sideration, is its own Original Primary) Nor do we find any direct In 
“Junction as to the Hateng in question , the Injunction that we have refers 
“ to a, wholly different thing , and as such, is incapable of laying down the 
“ Eating For these reasons, there can be no Eating of the Soma” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (20) The Hating should be done, because we 
find et mentioned en connection with the other pur- 
poses. 

[There should be an Hating of the Soma, because we find sentences, 
really mentioned in other connections, pointing to such Eating, —such sen- 
tences, for instance, as “ Sarvatahparzharam Aguinam bhaksayate’, “bhak 
setüpyüytançcamasün daksinasyünaso ‘valambé südayanın” , as certainly, 
if there were no Hating at all, how could these be such specified Hatings 
as those mentioned ın these sentences | 


Sutra (21) These (sentences) would be duş ect declara- 
teons (of the Eating itself), as they lay down some- 
thing new, and hence the Eatmgs should be in 
accordance with these Injunctions 


If these sentences were merely meant to serve some other purposes, 
then we should have sought for other reasons (such as the Name, etc , etc ) 
for the Fatıngs m question, as a matte: of fact, however, these sentences 
are direct Declarations (of the Hating) , and hence the Hating should be 
done, only ın accordance with the Inyunctions contained in these sen 
tences,—and not elsewhere 


ADIIKARANA (7) 
[The Remnant Euting is to be done by the Priests hold ing the Cups | 


Sütra (22) Inasmuch as the Cups are named (after 
the Priests), (the Eating should be done by these), special- 
ly as the connection (of the name * Camas’) ts due to 
that (Eating) 


We admit that the Hating would be done, in accordance with the In- 
junctions, but these Injunctions are to be followed as qualihed by the 
wforesaid Name, Vashathkdéra, ete, and not merely as mentioned in those 
sentences 

Though m regird to the Cups, we do not find any direvt Injunetion 
(in the Brahmanas) of the Fating, yet such Injunctions are inferred from the 
names contained m the Duections (€ Prartu koluçcumasak,, etc , etc ) , that is 
to say, we find the Directions for the fetching of the Matcrial accompanied 
by such names as ‘hofnecamasa’ (the Hotri s Cup’) and the like, and these 
names could not be applicable, if the otra and other priests did not 
actually Hat (‘camant.’) out of these Cups Because the word ‘ camasa’ is 
formed. out of the Root ‘cam.’ =to eat, with the Locative affix ‘asan’ of the 
Unüdi class (the word being ety mologically explained as ‘camants asmen ih, 
camasah’), and henec at the time that the Direction (‘ Prasu hotugeama- 
sah?) 1s heard, the nome ‘camasa’ indicates the connection with actual 
Katong, either in the past, or in the future, or in the present, and as we 
do not percoive any Mating in the past or the present, we conclude that the 
Fating indicated is that in the future, otherwise, the Direction, ‘ Prartu 
hotuçcamasak”, could not be carned into effect 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that there should be an Hating 
by the Hoörə and other priests 

Then, nasmuch as the Cups that are brought forward (ın obedience to 
the said Directions) are those that contain the Soma,—and as it is the Soma 
that stands ın need of Disposal, and is most proximately rolated (to the 
Cups),—the Wating 18 to be of the Soma contained in the Cups, specially 
as we have such declarations as, ‘ Sacésagcamaso huyaté, alpam jukote 
Nor do we cognize the presence of any other substance, such as Rice and 
the like, the Mateng of which could justify the name of ‘camasa’, nor 
would the Zateny ol any other such material form: part of the Sacrifice, and 
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hence such Hating (of some extraneous material) would be open to the 
following anomalies, (a) the indications of the Context would be contra- 
dicted , (b) the Direction m question would have to be removed from its 
legitimate context , (c) the name of ‘ Somacamasa’ would be compatible, 
(d) uf the material eaten were Rice or (anything other than Soma), the 
Cups would become impure by the Hating, and as such no further offermgs 
could be made by those Cups (as ıs laid down) (the case of the 
Soma ıs different, masmuch as the Veda distinctly declares that there ış 
no ımpurity attaching to the Eateng of the Soma), (e) if, for the sake of 
purification, we were to scratch out certain portions of the Cups, then, the 
particular Cup that had been named ‘hotrigamasa’ will have ceased to 
exist, and the newly repaired one, and the material contained m 1t, 
could not bear the said name (of “ hotrcamasa’) , and as such, there would 
be a contradiction of the Injunction of the Homa as to be performed with 
the material specifically named (as ‘ hotrecamasa °) 

The same reasoning holds respecting the taking up of other Cups , 
as the bringing ın of such would involve an infringement by exceeding 
the exact number of the Cups laid down Nor (in the case of the Eating 
being of Rice, etc) could we perform the subsequent Homas with the 
Cups made impure by the Haizng, on the sole strength of the Injunction 
(of the Homa), as this Injunction has the chance of bemg carried into 
effect, m the case of the eating of Soma, which would not involve any 
infringement of the rales of conduct with regard toimpure Cups Nor can 
it be urged that “ the infringement would be exactly the same ın the case 
of the Hating of Soma” Because ın regard to the Soma, we have the 
distinct Declaration that—‘ there ıs no impurity attaching to the Hating 
of Soma’ / 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Priests holding the 
Cups should eat the Soma 

The Bhäāsya also must be taken ın the above manner,—and not as it 
appeais on the face of it, for if one Proof becomes inter. upted by another 
Proof, 1ts comprehension becomes an exceedingly difficult matter There- 
fore all that the text brought forward by the Bhasya does 1s to prohibit 
the Eafıng of Soma by other than Brahmanas If the name “ Prayaşa 
manasya’ does not indicate the Hatung of the Soma, then we could not 
explain, either the declaration—‘ Sa yadı somam vibhakshayıset ’—contained 
ın the Injunction of the Phalacamasa, or the Prohibition ‘na Somam’ 

Hence ıt must be admitted that the Priests holding the Cups should 
eat the Soma 


.....—.—.——.—...—...——..—.....——... arte ated 


ADHIKARANA (8) 
[The Udgatri Priests are to eat, together with the Subrahmanya Priest ) 


Sutra (23) “I Only one should eat out of the Udgatri- 
“ camasa (the Cup held by the Udgātrı Priest), because 
“of only one such being directly mentioned ” 


Before explaining the Hating consequent upon the performance of 
the YVashatküra, the Homa and the Abhsava, the Author proceeds to 
show that particular Hating which is based upon Name 

İn the Direction referred to in the foregoing Adhikarana, we meet 
with the name ‘ Udgairrnam camasah”, and with regard to this, there 
arises a fourfold doubt (1) should the Hating be done by only one Udgair 
Priest, or (2) by all the Priests , or (3) by only those Priests that do the 
Hymnuing, or (4) by all the four Chandogas (Samavédi Priests)? Some 
people take the (2) and (4) together, on the ground that the word 
‘Sarva’ ıs used in both Siéras (24 and 26), and that through proximity, 
the Indication ın question is applıcable to the Ohhan loga Priests alone 

Question “Wherefore should there be any doubt ın regard to the 
matter ın question ? 

Answer The reason ıs this In the woid ‘ Udgdirrnim’, we find 
a, distinct incongrnity in the significations of the basic word and the affix 
(ze the basic noun denotes naturally only one Udgütr Priest, while the 
affix denotes plurahty), and hence it is only natural that there should be 
a doubt as to the acceptance of the signification of the one or the other 

On the point under consideration, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


“In accordance with the Paçadlıkarana,—and with the law that “it 
“ıs ın regard to the secondary factor that an illegitimate assumption can 
“be made,’—it is the denotation of the basic noun that forms the pre- 
“dominant factor, and then again, ın theorginal Injunction of the appoint- 
“ment of the Udgair Priest—‘ Udügütüram vrnita ’,—we find the Singular 
“number which distinctly shows that the Cup ın question is to be given 
“to only one Udgair Priest, and hence ıt 1s only one Udgütr Priest that 
““ would eat out of it, and as for the denotation of the Plural number, mas- 
“ much as we do not find ıt compatible with that of the basic noun, we 
“can not but disregard ıt as not meant to be sigmficant ” 
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PÜRVAPAKSHA (B) 


Süztvc (24) “Il AU should eat ıt, because of the con- 
‘Snection of all ? 


“€ Itis not right to wholly disregard the plurahty Because in the 
“ case of the “ Paçamantra?”, we disregard the Plural number because 
€ (here is no room for any plurality in the Context, in which it occurs 
“In the case m question, however, inasmuch as an Indirect Indication 
“€ (of ali Priests by the word ‘ Udgütr”) is found to be quite compatible, 
“we can have no reason for disregarding the Plurality Consequently it 
“must be admitted that the Cup im question belongs to all the Priests 
€ Or, by sub division (2e masmuch as all Udgätr Priests are Chando 
“gas the term ‘ Udgatr’ would indicate all Chandogas, the Stra may he 
“€ taken as referring to ‘ all Chandogas’ ” 


PURVAPAKSHA (C) 


Sütra (25) “The Hymn-singers (should do it), as they 
“are connected with that (‘smging’), specially as we 
“have the distinct declaration of Pluwialaty ” 


“Inasmuch as the Priests other than the Udgair are not denoted 
“by the basic noun (‘ Udgair’), the plural number (in ‘ Udgatrrnam’) 
€ could never have any connection with those other Priests Nor can we 
“h uve recourse to an Indirect İndicetion, without very special reasons , 
€ specially as, in the case m question, by not having recourse to such an 
“Indication, we do not find any meininglessness (which could justify 
“our having iecourse toit) , because we “nd the word ‘ Udg@ti ’ (singer) 
“quite applicable, etymologically, to the Hymn singers Consequently, 
“by reason of them connection with ‘Singing,’ the three Hymn singers 
“should eat of the Remnant in question ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (26) All (four should do it), because of therr con- 
nection with the (Sama-) Veda, but for other spe- 
cial reasons, vt would pertain to some of them only 


So long as a basic noun can be taken in its conventional signification 
(as a complete word), we cannot accept its etymological signification 
As a matter of fact, however, we do not find the word ‘ Udgātr ’ applying, 
even etymologically, to the Hymn sungers, because the Hymn singing 
Priests, the Prastotr and the Pratsharth, ne mere ‘Qatı’ (' Singers ”), 
and not “ Udgatr’ (‘ Highesingers’) , and hence the plural number (m 
Udgatrrnam’) ıs actually mcompatible (as there is only one Udgatr 
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Priest) This is shown by the further fact of only the second part of the 
Sama being spoken of as “ Udgatra’ 

The Bhaşya should have used the word “bhakiı” with reference to 
the parts of the Sama, and the use of the word “ parva’ is due to mere 
oversight 

Thus then, we find that, there cannot be many Ddgair Priests, e1ther 
by actual appointment as such, or by the connection of ‘Singing’, and 
hence the Plurality of the Udyütr must be taken as based upon the connec- 
tion with the Veda (the Sama Veda) , because as a matter of fact, we find 
that the teaching of the Sümaveda 1s spoken of as ‘ Audgatra’, and thence 
also the action imhering in that Teachıng (comes to be spoken of as 
‘ Audgatra’), and from this it is an easy matter to infer that, through 
their connection with these two (the Teachıng and the Action), in the 
capacity of the Teacher and the Performer respectively, it is the Men 
(thus connected) that are spoken of as “ Vdgütr) —ın accordance with 
the reasonings pertaining the ‘ Audaméghz’ 

Objectson “‘ This ressoning that you have brought forvard has al 
“ready been refuted under the Avéstyadhikarana (11—ni—3) And in the 
“ case m question we find that ıt is only after the addition of the nomi 
“nal affix (‘an’) to the word ‘ Udgatr’ that this latter gives rise to the 
“ word “ Audgatra’ , and the word ‘ Udg@ir ” cannot be explained as having 
“its etymological origin in the word Audg@tra’ That is to say, ın ac- 
“cordance with the rules of Grammar, the word ‘ Audgötra” is explained 
“ as formed out of the word ‘ Udgütr” with the nominal affix‘ an’, and ın 
“no way could any rule explain the word ‘ Ọdgāir’ as “the performer of 
‘the Audgatra functions,’ which would mean an elimimation of the affix 
“(“an”, m the word ‘Udgātr’) Consequently the name ‘ UVdgatr’ 
“cannot be taken as based upon the word Audgdira’, but it must 
“regarded as based upon the actual appointment of the Priest as such, 
“as will be explamed later on For these reasons, the above explana 
“tion is not admissible ” 

Reply In any case, the word ‘ Udgair’ will have to be taken in its 
indirect secondary signification, and hence it would have to be taken as 
applying to the Priest, by means of a backward process (of etymology as 
the ‘performer of the Audgütra functions’), yust as we find the word 
‘ Raja’ applying to the Brahmana (which is possible only in the sense of 
‘performer of kingly functions) ’ 

Iu connection with the word ‘ Raza,’ ıt has been shown, by the 
sentences ‘in ordinary parlance the word 1s used in its etymological sense, 
etc , etc, etc” (in the Avéstyadhzkarana, 1I—11—3), that, ın the first ın 
stance, the word ‘ Raja’ ıs used ın the sense of the caste (Ksatirsya) , and 
hence, through convection with that caste, the functions of protecting and 
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the rest come to be spoken of as ‘ Rajya’; and thence, through the con- 
nection or presence of these functions, the Brahmana, etc., also come to be 
spoken of as ‘ Raja,’ this word being applied to these, either on account 
of their being substitutes for the Kşattriya, or through Inference (based 
upon the presence of the functions of Protecting and the like). In the 
same manner, in the case in question, though, by actual appointment, 
there is only one Udgütr, yet through his connection, his functions of 
teaching and performing being spoken of as ‘audgatra,’ the Hymn-singers 
also would be spoken of as ‘udgafr, by season of tc) priests being 
related to those functions. But, inasmuch as one word cannot have more 
than one direct signification, this Jatter application of the word must 
be regarded to be indirect (or secondary) , and we have already explained 
that this secondary signification would be admitted, for the sake of the 
compatibility of the plural number (in ‘adgairrnim’); ıt was only the 
ground for this signification that we did uot point out before; and this 
we bave done now, by showing it to be based upon the functions of 
Teaching (the Süma-Veda). 

Thus then, we must admit, on the ground of there being no incongruity 
involved in this, that the eating is to be done by all the four Ohandoga 
priests (the Udgair and the three Hymn-singers). 

The above explanation is not quite admissible. Because as a matter 
of fact, those that are found to be operating, at the time of the Hating, as 
well as those accompanying these operators at the time of the Direction, 
come to be connected with the Hating ; and we find that the Subrahma- 
nya (who is one of the Chandoga priests) does not perform any operation 
at the time of Hating, and as there is no proximity of this priest, either in 
the Outer Assembly Room, or in the Inner Court, there is no reason 
by which he could be entitled to the Hating. And hence, just as 
in the case of other Ohandogas we find that though they perform the 
Teaching of ths Sama Veda, yet, not being in any way connected with the 
Sacrifice, they have no Hating to do, so would it be in the case of the 
Subrahmanya Priest also. Then as for the plural number (in “ Udgatrr- 
nam’) that might be taken as resting with three Priests only, fast as in the 
case of the word “ Kapifijalan’ (vide Sūtra XI—i—88 et seq.). Nor is 
the Eating a purification of the Performer; whereby ıt should be neces- 
sary to make it apply to the Subrahmanya also. for fear of leaving him 
unpurified. In reality we find it to be a purification of the material, as 
we shall show in several Adhikaranas. 

Hence it must be admitted that the present Sūtra sets aside, by 
means of the word ‘tu,’ only the argument in Satra 25, and puts forward 
the same view, of the Eating pertaining to the Hymn-singers, though for 
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reasons totally different from those propounded in the previous Sätra 
And thus the sense of the Siira comes to pe this Though all of them 
are denoted by the word ‘ Udgair,’ and not the Hymn singers only, yet, 
for reasons shown, it should be taken as applyimg to a part (+e some) 
of these only,—z¢ to all except the Subrahmanya, just as in the case of 
the sentence “ Upan”shadyodgütürah sür nü atucant: ’ 

Or, ve can take the Süfra as accepting, by means of the words 
Sarvétu’ the Second Pirvapaksha (Satra 24),—and then, by means cf the 
sentence, ‘ Kdranddékadégé eyat’, layıng down the theory of the word 
appiying to the Hymn-sungers only 


Fi sr lt a r igt all aii lia li A ee 


ADHIKARANA (9) 
[The Gravastut should also eat the Soma | 


Stra (21) “Theres no eating for the Gravastut , 
‘as at rs not laid down” 


We have finished the treatment of the Fafıngs based upon Name, 
and the Author now proceeds to explain those based on Direct Declara 
tions to that effect 

We have the Declaration—‘ Yathdcamasamanydngcamasasingcamasino 
bhasayant, athartasya hariyqjanasya saiva éva, etc’ (‘The other cups of 
Soma are eaten by those persons holding the Cups, but out of the Hariyojana 
Cup, all of them wish to obtain’), and with regard to this there arises the 
question as to whether the sentence, pointing to the Hating by all przesis, 
lays down that of the Gr@vastut Priest also,—or pointing only to the 
Eating of the Priests holding the Oups, mentioned m the sentence, it does 
not lay down any foi the Gräāvastüt Priest 

The Pirvapaksha 1s that “ there is to be no Hating by the Gravasiit 
Priest, for reasons just given ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Stra (28) (He should eat) out of the Harsyojana, as ot 
28 mentioned as related to ‘all? ' 

The word ‘all’ denoting all Priests connected with the performance 
of the sacrifice, we can not restrict it to only a few out of those (1e only 
those that hold the Cups), unless we have very special reasons for doing 
so Consequently, ıt must be admitted that the Gravastut Priest also 1s 
to eat out of the Harvyoyana Cup 


Sūtra (29) Objection’ ““ The eating would be done by 

(6 those holding the Cups because of their proxr- 

s mity ”” 

This Süfra explains the sense of the Pūrvapaksha “The former 
“portion of the passage quoted above—‘ The Cups of Soma aie eaten by 
“those holding the Cups —serves no othe: purpose save the restrictive 
“qualifying of the word ‘all’ specially as the words ‘atha’ and “eta” 
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“ali the more point to the fact of tne Hating belonging to those Priests 

alone, as the word ‘éva’ can apply to those alone that are specially 
‘mentioned Hence we conclude that the sentence does not point to any 
“ Eating by the Gravastut Priest ” 


Stira (40) Reply The eating would belong to all, be- 
cause of the Injunction, as for the mention of the 
‘camasins’, that is meant to be merely subservient 
to that. 


Inasmuch as we have the word ‘all’, which denotes every one of 
the persons concerned, and which, being once restrictively qualified by the 
substrates (Harvyonjana), cannot be restricted and qualified again, by the 
wora ‘camasin’, which serves a wholly different purpose, because every 
time that we limit the scope of a word used in the Veda, we are setting at 
nought the direct Vedic Declaration Hence we conclude that the ‘ cama- 
sins’ are not mentioned for the sake of showing the relationship of each 
Priest with each Cup, but they are spoken of as having a very much 
limited scope, with a view to eulogising the Hüruyoyana as having a much 
wide scope Consequently it must be admitted that what the sentence 
means 18 that “out of the Hürıyoşana Cup, all the priests should eat’ (and 
thus the Grdvastut Priest also eats out of that Cup) 


ADHIKARANA (10) 


[The performance of “ Vasatkdra’ is a ground for eating ) 


Stitra (81) There should be an eateng, due to the 
Vasatkara 


Another sentence ın the same connection is—" Vasafkartuk parthama- 
bhaksab? And with regard to this, there arises the question, as to 
whether ıt lays down the Ferst Eating (Hating qualified by First), as due 
to the Vasafkara,—or1t lays down merely the character of bemg First, 
with reference tothe Huting And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


€ Tn accordance with the law—‘nacédanyéna çıstüh” (I—1v—9), so 
‘long as the qualıfica tion can, in some way or other, be taken as a mere des- 
“cr.ptive reference, we cannot rightly take the sentence as a qualified 
“Tnyunction, and then, the character of the First is something that has 
“not been got at by any other injunction, hence it is not possible for 
“the Hating to be enjomed with ieference to that, consequently, the 

‘sentence must be construed as—‘yo Vasatkartuh bhaksah sa pratha 

“ mak’ (‘The eating of the performer of the YVasafköra should be the 
6 first $ ) 

“Question ‘Inasmuch as the Hating too has not been enjoined 
“€ before, we cannot take that as mentioned merely by way of descriptive 
“ reference (for the Injunction of ‘ Furst’) 

€ Aaswer Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Eating is involved in 
“the very name (of the Cup belonging to the Vasatkartā), ib 18 quite pos 
“ sible for ib to be mentioned merely by way of descriptive reference One 
“of the Cups is named ‘Vasatkariugcamasal, and as the very name 
“ “ camasa’ implies Hating, this can very well be spoken of by way of des 
“ criptive reference, and hence the sense of the sentence comes to be that 
“whoever does the Vasatkara has the First Hating’ 

“The following argument mght be brought forward here Inas 
“ much as m connection with the Vessels and the other Cups (except that 
“belonging to the Vasatkart@), no Eating has yet been found to have been 
‘‘enjomed (as the said name indicates the eating out of that one Cup only), 
“no such could be mentioned merely by way of descriptive reference ” 
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“ Reply That does not matter, as ıt is not necessary that what ıs 
“ spoken of by way of descriptive reference must hive been recognized as 
“ to be performed ın all cases, as all descriptive references stand in need 
“ of only that much of recognition as is possible Nor, mn the case in 
“question, 18 there any harm in the Vasatkarir Priest not eating out the 
“vessels and the other Cups It might be urged that, ‘such non eating 
‘would leave Disposal unaccomplished’ But, m the case of tnere being 
“ no Dasposal laid down m the Veda, we can have one as in ordinary hfe, 
‘or we could have the eating also, through reasons to be shown below 

“ The following argument might be brought forward “The possibi 
“c lity of the eatsng, by reason of the Name, being very remote, it canrot 
€ “be spoken of, by way of descriptive reference, by the very much more 
“*amekly operating Direct Declaration, and hence while the former is 
‘yet to be pointed out as to be performed, the Direct Declar-+ion will 
“€ “have begun its functionmg, and denoted, without any specif: ations, the 
o: Hating wherever there might be the Vasafküra (ve 1+ will nave laid 
“¢down the Fating, and not the First only with reference to any parti 
ss onlar Eating)’ 

€ But this is not admissible, because proawmity and remofeness are 
“sought after only m cases where there 1s some sort of a contradiction 
€ In the case in question, we find that the Direct Declarat:on, in order to 
“avoid the chance of an Injunction of more than one thin stands ır 
“need of the Fating being already laid down by some othe rieans, and 
« when it 18 found that ıt 18 not laid down by any meons, it Las to admit 
“the Injunction to be of the Hating qualified (by First), as we do often 
“sdmit Direct Declarations to be immyunctive of accessory qualifications 
‘with reference to such things as have been laid down by even such 
“remote means as those of the Context and the hhe 

“ And thus, masmuch as the sentence lays down the character of 
“ First only as the condition for the Hating, the Vasatküra cannot be 
“ regarded as a ground for Hateng” 


SID DHANTA 

To the above we make the following reply Inasmuch as there can 
be no descriptive reference of only one factor extracted out of the com- 
pound (1e of the Hating as exttacted from the compound ‘ prathama- 
bhaksah”), yast as in the case of the expression “ tryanga,'—the sentence 
must be taken as laymg down all the factors (1e the ‘Furst Eating, as 
due to the Vasatköva) 

That 1s to say, just as in the case of the sentence “ tryangath surstakr- 
tam yayatt, we do not find the ‘three’ laid down with reference to the “subsı- 
diaries’, but what 1s laid down is that which is expressed by the whole com- 
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pound (1e the three subsedsarzes), so, ın the same manner, inasmuch ag 
itisalways the whole word that 1s connected (syntactically) with another 
word,—and as the withdrawing of one factor would deprive the com- 
pound of its expressive potency,—-we cannot take that withdrawn factor 
as that with reference to which something is laid down, 16 we cannot 
construct the sentence as—‘that which ıs the Hating of the Fagat- 
kartr should be the first” Specially as before the compound (‘ pratham- 
bhaksahk’”) has been accomplished, the “ Hating’ cannot be connected with 
the “ Vasatkarir”, because in that case the former would be dependent 
upon the latter (not a factor of the compound), and as such could not be 
compounded (with the word ‘ prathama’) 

Objection “ We often find that even though the principal factor of the 
“ compound be dependent upon some extraneous factor, ıt forms part of a 
“compound, and hence in the case m question also, even though the 
““ Hating’ would be connected with the “ Vasatkair,’ yet ıt could be 
“compounded (with ‘ prathamah ’)” 

Reply TIt could be so, if the ‘ Hatmg” were the only factor dependent 
on an extraneous factor, in the present case, however, we find that the 
‘first’ also ıs so dependent, on account of the relationship of the Vasat- 
kartr, as the cause of the ‘first’ 1s not the ‘ Eating,’ but the character 
of the Vasatkartr, and hence the syntactical connection would be 
“Vasatkartur prathamah” (‘the first of the Vasafkartr’), and that 
would involve a distinct mcougruity While, if we were to take the in- 
Junction (of ‘ first’) as with reference to ‘that which is the Eating of the 
Vasatkartr’ (‘yo Vasatkarturbhaksah’) we would have the anomaly 
of having a qualified reference (the reference being to the “ Hating qualı- 
fied by the Vasatkartr’), as mere ‘Eating’ could not imdicate the 
Vasatkarir , and as for the character of the ‘ Vasatkartr that 1s found 
to be concomitant with actions other than the Hating (and as such could not 
necessarily indicate ıt) If the reference were to any one of the two only 
(Qe either the ‘Hating’ alone, or the “Vasatkarty” alone), then the 

first’ would be enjoined for all Eatıngs (if the reference were to Hating 

only), as also of all the operations of the Vasatkartr (1f the reference were 
to the Vasatkarir only), and both of these would be equally absurd 
Consequently, the sentence must be taken as laying down the “ first Eating 
of the Vasatkartr’ And as both, (‘first’ and ‘ Vasatkartr’) quahfymg 
each other, would be related to the same object (the action of Eating), 
where we would have Vusathara, there alone we could have the ‘first 
Hating’ 

Question "Inasmuch as the Vasatkara is the causal condition, how 
€ could it be enjomed ? And if it 1s not enjoined, how could there be a 
‘restrictive qual heation (by means of this) ? ” 
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Answer Mutual restriction is always due to the two being related 
to the same action, and ıt does not make any difference whether the 
factor 18 enjomed or not enjoined (vide Sutra 111--—12) Asa matter 
of fact, however, the ‘ Vasatkaririva’ 18 not wholly incapable of being 
enjomed Because the fact of the Vasathdra being the causal condition 
is not signified by such agencies as the word “yadı the Locative ending, 
and the hke, but the fact is that the Vasutkartr haying been enjoined 
as accessory to an action, the fact of its bemg æ causal condition is only 
imphed Hence the objection urged above does not affect our theory 

Objection “lm the sentence ‘tasmadékam sdmatrcé kryaté stotr- 
“Seam, we find the ‘three’ enjomed with reference to the ‘Rh,’ even 
“ though this occurs ina compound, and in the same manner, we could 
6 have the Injunction of the “First” only ” 

Reply Not so, because in the sentence quoted by you also, vhat ıs 
held to be enjomed is what is signified by the compound (‘trea’), as what 
ış taken to be enjoined by it are the ‘three verses’ for all the Hymn- 
sümas But then what happens is that the whole ( three verses ”) could 
be accepted as the object of the Injunction, if both the factors (of the com- 
pound) were such as are not got at by other means, but as a matter of 
fact, we find that the factor of the ‘Rk’ 1s already got at by the general 
Injunction of Sama, as also by the order of the text and hence, ın accord 
ance with the Süfra I—1v—9, they are not taken as enjoined by the sentence 
ın question (whose injunctiveness is taken as restricted to the number 
‘three’ only) In the sentence ‘ Vagatkartuhk piat hamabhaksah?, we find 
that what 1s signified by the compound ıs enjoined only to the extent 
of the Vasatküra, and hence if, like the “Rk” (ın the case of the other 
sentence), the ‘Eating’ (of the present sentence) also were already en- 
joined and known as existing everywhere, then ıt would be abandoned 
by the Injunctive potency (ın the sentence) As a matter of fact, we find 
that ıt 1s not kaown or enjoined as existing in regard to the mne cups and 
the vessels, and being (an the sentence ın question) presented only as the 
causal condition, 16 could not be abandoned (by the Injunctive potency), 
nor could ıt be taken as merely spoken of by way of a descriptive 
reference In the case of the other sentence also, 1f the ‘Rk’ were not 
known to exist ım any place, then, inasmuch as there would be no difference 
in the nature of the compound, we should have had to admıt the fact of 
the Injunction applying to the Rk verses also, but as a matter of fact 
they are already known to exist in connection with all the Hymnal 
Samas (and hence these cannot be taken as enjomed by the sentence) 
Then again, the sentence enjoins the member ‘three’ of the Rk verses, 
and as the ‘RE’ forms the primcrpil factor in the compound (‘Trea’), 
—even though it be dependent rpon an ertianenus factor, there would be 

183 
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nothing incongruous in its bemg compounded (with ‘three’) In the 
case ın question, however, we have already explamed that the “ First’ 1s 
not related to all‘ Hatengs’ 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the “ Hateng’ of the 
Vasatkartr Priest, to be done first, ıs that which is due to his having 
performed the Vasatköra, and then that Hateng to which he 1s entitled by 
reason of the name (of the Cup), and it ıs not the latter that 1s to be 
done first of all 

(Thus there are two ‘eatings’ for the Vasatkartr Priest | 


m gett My aug Sh a a el 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


Sütra 32): Homa and Abhisava also (entitle to drink). 
Those cnumorated above are not the only cavsos for Baling; as the 
actions of Homa and Abligava give rise to another Hating; because of 
the sentence ‘ Havirdhänë grüvabhirabhişutya, dhuvaniyé hutvä, pratyaii- 
cah parölya, sadasi bhaksdn bhakşayanti? (‘Having, in the stororoom, 
pounded the Soma by means of stones, and offering it into the sacrificial 
Firo, and coming back into tho Assembly Room, they eat of their portions ”), 
(1) Inasmuch as the actions Moma and Ablisava themselves, with 
all their accessorics aro already laid down elsewhere, they could not be 
taken as being enjoined by this sentence (which, therefore, must be taken 
as laying down the Hating due to these actions). 

Objection: “ Like the Diks&edkya, the sentence might be taken as 
‘laying down the order (in which the actions of Homa and Abhisave and 
“ Hating are to be performed).” 

Tteply : But this is not possible; as the order of sequence is implied 
by the very nature of the actions themselves ; as there could be no Abhi- 
suva (pounding and extracting) of that which has been offered into the fire, 
nor could there be an offering of that which has been Eaten [hence tho 
order of the actions must be—(1) Pounding, (2) Homa, and (3) Hating]. 

(2) And then as for the ‘coming back’ (‘ pratyaticah parötya ’), 
that also is implied by the very nature of things; as in coming from the 
place of tho Sacrificial Fire to the Assembly Room (such is the way in 
which the houses are constructed, that) one could not but ‘come (or walk) 
back’ (and hence the sentence cannot be taken as laying down this coming 
back). 

(3) Inasmuch as the Hotr and other Priests are performing their 
operations inthe Assembly Room, it is necessary to bring the Soma into 
that Room, for the sake of those Hatings of it that are due to tho per- 
formance of Vagatkdra, and to the names (of the various Cups); and here 
it is also necessary for the Adhvarya Priest to convey the invitation for 
Eating (to the various Priests concerned) ; and hence the mention (in the 
sentence) of the ‘ Assembly Room ” is only by way of a descriptive reference 
(and hence this too cannot be taken as tho object enjoined by the 
sentence), 


1476 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH 111—PiDA V —abEL (11) 


And thus we find that the only factor, spoken of ın the sentence, 
which ıs not already implied or got at by other means, 1s that of Hating ; 
and hence it is this alone that can be regarded as the object of Injunction. 

And the purpose served by the mention of the actions of ‘ Homa’ 
(‘hutod’) and ‘ Abhisava’ (‘ Abhasutya”) is simply to show that the 
Hating enjoined in the sentence ıs to be done by the same persons that 
perform these two actions And these two actions, of Homa and Abh- 
sava having been found to serve distinct purposes of their own, they can 
not be taken as mere accessories to the Fating As for the Hating, we 
have already found that ıt serves as the purification of the material, and 
hence the mention of the relationship of other things (Homa and Abha- 
sava) is not for the purpose of showing its subsidiary character. Hence 
ıt must be admitted, from the very nature of the things concerned, that 
the Homa and the Abjusava are the causal conditions of Hating. 

And for this reason, it must be admitted that the Performer of the 
actions of Homa and Abhisava should also eat the Soma 


Pe a te Ne a at gel a eal lt 


ADHIKARANA (12) 
(The Vasatkartr and others should eat the Soma out of the Cups 1 


Stitra (33) ““ Because of the direct declaration with 


“regard to the Cups, the general declaration would 
“apply to the others,?? 


[We find the sentence ‘Pra:tu hotugcamasah, pra Brahmanah, prod 
gütrnüm, , and then there arises the question as to whether the Performe:s 
of the Homa, Abhisava and the Vasatkara should eat of the gaid Cups or 
not That is tosayl Ina case where we have a coalition of the afore 
said causal conditions of Hat.ng,—(1) should we tage the two Hatings 
conjointly, (2) or as optional alternatives, (3) or as one setting aside the 
other ? 

The common notion being that, inasmuch as they would all serve the 
same purpose, they should be tahen as optional alternatives,—against this 
we have the followmg — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Inasmuch as the sentences, ‘ piartu hotuccamasah’ etc , speak of the 
“ Cups as specifically related to the Hotr, etc, the generic declaration, as to 
‘ the Hating consequent upon Homa and Abhisava should be taken as 
“ duly observed by the Hateng of these out of the Vesels , and as such the 
“connection of these with the Cups must be regarded as set aside by the 
“former specific declarations And hence the eating (by the Performers 
€ of Homa, etc ) should be out of the vessels (other than the aforesaid 
“ Cups)” 

SIDDHANTA 


Süztro, (34) There should be (eating by the Performers of 
Homa, etc, out of the cups), because there ws equal 
cause for this, specrally as the sentences quoted 
are not meant to specify the Performers (Hol- 
ders) of the Cups (to the preclusion of all others), 
because they merely speak of these (Holders, as also, 
among others, related to the Cups) 


There would be a possibility (of the Performers in question eating out 
of the Cups), because of the presence of the causal conditions In a case 
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where we have the causal conditions, in the shape of the Vasatküra, we 
would have the said possibilty, by Direct Injunction, bearıng upon the 
ielationship of the Vasatk@ra Nor does this Injunction operate only m 
a general vay , as ıt 1s directly laid down, ın a specific form, ın regard to 
the Soma for which the Vasatkara has been performed İn fact the Name 
(‘ hotugeamasah, etc ) would certainly be weake: in authority, on account of 
its extreme remoteness from its objective , but with all that, we do accept 
the indications of that Name to be authoritative, as we find that there 1s 
no other function to be served by ıt And such being the case, all that 
the scntences (‘partu hotuk, etc’) must be regarded, as laymg down the 
eating of these priests, and not as setting aside anything else, in the shape 
of the Hatung by the Performers im question, being out of the said Cups 
And then agun, m the case of a material that consists or various parts it 
is quite possible for many peisons to eat out of the same Cup, specially 
wher ihe substance that 1s eaten is the bitter and hot Soma In fact we 
have a dnect declaration to the effect that “only a httle should be eaten’, 
and certamly if one were to eat up all that would be in the Cup, it could 
not we said to be ‘a little’, while if he leaves a little in the Cup, that hittle 
would stand in need of Disposal and as such there would be room for 
another Fating (out of the same Cup) Hence it is necessary that there 
should oe room for the eating, by the Performers in question, out of the 
said Cups 

[Though the Bhasya has another Suira here, yet the Yürülka does 
not take it up, and the reagon for this omission seems to he m the fact 
of the Sutra not being found ın the Siitr. text ] 


ADHIKARANA (13) 
[The first Eaftag is that by the Hotr Priest ] 


Sütra (86) “€ There beng a single vessel, it ıs the 
“< Adhvaryu that should eat first, as such as the 
‘order of sequence 5?” 


It has been proved that more than one person should eat out of the 
same vessel, and we now deal with the order, ete, ın which the Pating 
1s to be done by them (And on the question, as to which Priest should 
eat the Soma first of all) we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Tf the Adhvaryu eats «t first, then there would be no disorder in the 
“ performance, due to an unnecessary increase in the number of the pass 
“ ngs from hand to hand, otherwise (inasmuch as it is the Adhvaryu who 
“holds the Cup after the Homa has been offered), if he did not have the 
“ first Hateng, but had to pass on the Cup to others, then ıt would be neces 
“ sary for the Cup to be offered back again to him (for his own Eating out 
“€ of it) (and then ıt would be passed cn to others) , and this would involve 
€ a, deal of unncessary disorder Hence it must be admitted that it is the 
“ Adhvaryu priest who should do the first Eating ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (37) The Hotr preest (should eat first), because 
of the words of the Mantra. 


Inasmuch as, after the more authoritative proof has been put for- 
ward, the mtroduction of the weaker becomes very difficult, the Author 
begins with the putting forward of the words of the Mantra 

Tth Mantra that is iecited in praise of the Stone shows that the first 
Eating ıs to be done by the Priests performmg the Hautra operations 
This Mantra ıs as follows —‘ öfe vadants [at the time of the Pounding they 
emit the sound] catavatsahasravaccabhikrandant: [this qualifies the afore- 
said sound] haritébho asablik [with faces made blue by the touch of the 
Soma] vistvikarmanr grüvünah sukrtah [behaving well] sukriyaya (by 
this good behaviour) hotugest punë haveradyam üçata [ate up the portion 
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that was to have been eaten by the Hotr first of ail], and the Mantra dig 
tınctly shows that the ‘first Eatıng is to be done by the Vasatkariy 
(he being one of the Hotr Priests) (and this is also pointed ont by the 
sentence “ Yasafkartuh prathamo bhaksah’) Indicative of the same 
thing we have also the Mantra, “ Hoténa nah prathamampaht’—1ie just 
as the Hotr is the first to drink the Soma, so, etc, etc —which, by the 
semile put in, distinctly shows that the Hotr ıs the fiist to eat 


Sutra (38) Also because of a distinct Declaration (to 
that effect) 


We have already spoken of the qualified Injunction ‘Vasatkaituh 
prathama bhaksal), (and this distinctly declares that the first eating 
is to be done by the Vasatkarir who is one of the Hotr priests) And as 
the several factors have been laıd down before, there can be no incon 
gruity in the fact of the sentence enjoining more than one thmg In 
fact, the compound (‘ prathamabheaksah’) supplies a further reason (for 
the multifariousness of the Injunction) , that ıs to say, inasmuch as the 
Compound lays down a single Karaka which has been mentioned in the 
same word with another, the present case ıs not subject to the law 
enunciated in Sutra [l—u—6 


Sütra (39) Also because of the order of sequence n 
the prompting causes 


The effects always appear m the same order as their causes, and 
we find that the prompting cause (of eating), ın the shape of the 
performance of a certain action ın connection with the sacrifice which 
is the first to appear ıs the Vasatkdra (a function of the Hotr Priest), 
which ıs followed by the Homa, the function of the Adhvaryu ,—as 1s 
distinctly pointed out by the Injunction ‘Vasathkrté guhote’ [And as such 
the eating of the Vasatkarir—Hotr would necessarily precede that of 
the Adhvaryu | 

Objection “The action of Pounding (Abhesabha by the Adhvaryu) 
“ preceded even that of the Vasatkara ” 

Reply True, ıt did appear before, but that alone did not make it 
the prompting cause of the Eating of Remnants , as it ıs the Pounding 
as taken along with the Homa that constitutes the prompting ceruse (of 
the Eafıng), —as will be shown under Sutra VI—iv—25 [And though 
the Pounding be done before the Vasatk@ra, yet as the Homa is done 
after this latter, the Hating due to the two actions of Pounding and Homa 
would necessarily come after that due to the Vasathara] 

Some people mght be led away, by the sentence ‘ hofuçezi pilrvé 
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havwradyamagata ’, to beleve that any of the Hotr priests might do the 
Grst eating, but the present Sūtra and the last have made it qute 
clear that the first eating is to be done by the Vasatkarir—Hotr, and 
hence the word “ hotuk’ in the sentence just quoted should be taken as 
denoting the Vasatkartr 


M E a a A A E ott alle E ti ə adın 
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ADHIKARANA (14) 
[The Eating should be done after the Permission has been given | 


Sitva (40) The Eating should be done only when 
permitted, because of the darect declaration to 
that Effect 


[In the case of many persons eating out of the same vessel, there 
arises a question as to whether every one of them should eat only afte the 
permission to do so has been given, or without any such permission and for 
simplhieity’s sake, the Pürcapalsha 1s that “ there should be no restriction 
as to this”, but the Seddhānta is that the Eatıng should be done only when 
permitted , because of the direct declaration to that effect—vwz ‘ Tasmdf 
Somo ndnupahuténa péyak’ (‘ Therefore the Soma should not be drunk by 
one who ıs not invited to do it”) | 

This Sätra has been put ın, simply for the purpose of explaining the 
sense of the sentence ‘ tasmat, eic, and for that of preparing the ground 
for the next Adhikarana 


ADHIKARANA (15) 
[The Permission should be by the wo: ds of the Veda | 


Stitra (41): The Permission should be conveyed by 
means Of the words ‘Upahtiia wpahvayasva’; 
because of the indicative force of these (words). 


In answer to the question as to by means of which words the Per ms- 
sion is to be conveyed, it 1s declared that it is to be done by the words 
‘ Upahüta upukvayasva’ Both of these words have been put m witha 
view to show what 1s to be said by the Person conveying the Permission 
(or Invitation), as well as by one who 1s permitted (or invited). [The 
word “ Upahitta’=you are invited, being the former, and ‘ Upuhvayusva ” 
= please invite, being the latter | 

The sense of the Sdira 18 that, ın any case, the Invitation should not 
be conveyed by means of the words of ordinary parlance 


ADHIKARANA (16). 
[The Acceptance should also be by means of Vedic words ) 


Sittra (42): The words conveying the acceptance (of 
the Invitation) are implied in the same (that have 
been quoted before) 


[In the place of ‘ vacanam °’, some people read ‘ vadanam `] 

The Pirvapaksha 1s that “ether both the Invitation and its 
“ Acceptance, or only one of these should be made by means of the words 
“ of ordinary parlance ” 

And ın reply to this we have the Siddhanta as follows .— 

Inasmuch as the mere verbal order 1s always set aside by the order of 
its Denotation, the word “ Upahita’ should be taken as the one conveying 
the Permission (and the word “ Upahvayasva’) as the one signifying the 
Acceptance 


ADHIKARANA (17) 
[The Permission 1s necessary for those Hating out of the same vessel | 


Sūtra (48) The Permission should be for those who 
eat out of the same vessel, as ət 18 only those that 
are associated together (in that Eating) 


Tf the Permission herem laid down were such as had not been found 
elsewhere, then ıt might have been obtained from any person , as a matter 
of fact however, we find that the ‘ Permission’ here restricted (as to 
be given by means of Vedic words) is only such as 1s generally found im 
ordinary hfe And hence its possibility could never be set aside in a case 
where ıt is found to exist 16: only among the priests eating out of the 
same vessel that the shares bemg equal (m accordance with the Sutra 
K—in—53) there are chances of differences arising , and hence the Hating 
is to be done by mutual Permission (or Agreement) Even though the 
Hating by one person would not cause any impurity in the Soma, and as 
such there is no imperceptible (supersensuous) harm done by such Eat- 
ing, yet the fact of a number of people eating together out of the same 
vessel, 18 actually found to give rise to such perceptible disagreeable 
results, as the hurteng of one another s feelungs, and as such, there 18, in 
such cases, a necessity for the said Permission Hence it must be admıttec 
that the Permission ıs necessary only for those eating out of the same 
vessel 


ADHIKARANA (18) 
The Sacrificer himself should also eat the Soma ] 


Sūtra (44) “ The transference of the Ta? ya-mantras 
“from the Hotr) does not transfer the Eating 
66 (from him), gust like the Appointment.’ 


In connection with the Riugrahéjyas of the Jyotestoma, we find that 
the appomtment of the six Priests with the Sacrificer as the seventh 1s laid 
aown for the performance of the Yājyā, and we also find ıt declared that 
the ‘ Yajyd belongs to the Sacrificer’ , with regard to the last there are two 
alternatives —the Sacrificer himself reciting the Yajyaé mantras, or relegat- 
ing the reciting to the Hotr Priest And ın case he should do it himself, 
there arises the question as to whether, or not, this taking up, by the 
Sacrificer, of the Yü?yd 2ecvtation (which might have been done by the 
Hotr Priest), leads to the transference, from the Hor, also of the per 
formance of the Vasatkara , and the Hating consequent upon this latter 

And on th.s question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“There can be no such transference of the Fafıng , because there is 
“ng Vedic declaration to that effect, and certainly the removal of one 
“thing does not necessarily imply the transference of the other , as there 
‘ is no sort of connection between the two, so in the case in question what 
“we find laid down ıs the transference of the Yasya only, and not of the 
“ Vasatküra and the Hating also Consequently, just as the tiansference 
“ of the Yüşyü does not trinsfer the apporntment ot the Hott, so mn the 
“ same manner, ıt would not transfer his Hating 

“ Objectuon ‘At the time that the Sacrificer performs the Ydajya 
‘himself, there ıs no transference (of it from the Sacrificer),—because of 
“ the declaration—the Yajya belongs to the Hot) , but when he directs the 
€ Hotr (to do it for him), then, certainly, there would be a transference , 
“ and as such what we have to consider is the question, as to whether, or 
“ not, the transference of the Yujya@ from the Sucrsficer mvolves the trans 
“ ference ot his Hating also’ 

“ Reply The Yazya, the Eutiny and the Vasutk@ia arc found to 
‘belong to the Huér on account ot the name Hasta (oyei to al the 
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“ three); and out of these it is only the Yö)y? that has been set aside, 
“and transferred to the Saerificer, by the declaration “the Fajyf belongs 
“ to the Sacrificer.’ 
“That is to say before the appearance of the sentence ‘the Yü/ya 
“ belongs to the Sacrificer,’ the nume ‘ Hautra’ indicated all the three to 
“belong to the Hoir; and when the said sentence did appear, it trans- 
“ferred the Yajyi only to the Sacrificer, and left the Vaşafküsa and 
“ Hating in the same position as before (i.e. connected with the Hotr). If 
6 we were to explain the ‘ transference’ as being from the Sacrificer (to the 
“ Hotr, and not as from the Hotr, to the Sacrificer, as explained above) 
“then the only factor that belonged to him (ie. the Yayy@) would 
“ be transferred from him; and as such, there being no idea of the 
“possibility of the Vasatkira and the Eating belonging to İhim, such 
“there could be no question as to whether these latter should be 
transferred from him or not. Consequently, we must explain thus: 
€ The sentence— the Fa7y@ belongs to the Sacrificer ’— having transferred 
“the Yü/yö only (from the Hofr to the Saerificer ),—the Vasatkara 
“ being something wholly distinct from the Yaya, and hence there being 
“ no possibility of the relationship (between these two) of the primary 
“and the subsidiary (a whole and part), —the process adopted wouid be 
“that after the sacrificer has finished the Yü?yü, the Hoir would do the 
“ Vasatkara and the consequent Hating. inasmuch as the Eating is due 
“ to the performance of the Vaşafküra and not to that of the Yaya, it 
“cannot be transferred to the Suacrificer by the transference (to him) 
“of the Ya/yd.” 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (45): (The Eating} should belong to the Sacrificer, 
because of the transference ofgthe cause (of Eating, 
to the Sacrificer). 


If all the declaration we had were in the sentence ‘ Yaya belongs 
to the Sacrificer, then, in that case, there may not have been a trans- 
ference of the Eating. Asa matter of fact, however, we find the further 
declaration ‘ svayannishadya yajuti’ (‘sitting down himself he performs 
the sacrifice’); and then it is well known that the sacrifice is performed, 
not by means of the Yajyi only, but by means of the Vaşufkara also; inas- 
much as this latter is used in connection with the offering of the material ; 
then again, we have the declaration— axacündayapafı” (perfoims the 
sacrifice without resting ’)—which shows that beginuing with the Yajya, 
till the completion of all that is denoted by the verb “ guş?” (to sacrifice}, 
there should be no resting by the Performer; and as a matter of 
fact, this would be possible only if the Yü/ya and the Vasaikdra were 
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both performed by one and the same person,—and not if these two were 
performed by two different persons (the Sacrificer and the Hoir) And 
for this reason, ıt must be admitted that the Vasatkara and the Eating 
should belong to the same person to whom the Yaya belongs,—even 
though the actions be not one and the same, and there be no relationship 
of the whole and part, and hence we conclude that there should be a 
transference of the Vasafkdra and the Hatng also (from the Hotr to 
the Sacrificer) 


Stuira (46) As for the Appointment, ıt cannot be set aside, 
because it has been already made 


The Purvapaksin has argued that “ just as there 1s no transference of 
the Appointment, so far there can be none of the Vasatkdra and the Eat 
ing” And to th.s we make the following reply — 

The Appointment having been already made im the past there 1s no 
transference of ıt at the time of that of the Yajya, while as for the 
Hating, ıb has yet got to be done, and hence we accept the transference 
of that 

That is to say, a transference of the cause would lead to the trans 
ference of that alone which would be capable of being transferred from 
one thing to the other As a matter of fact, we find that, at the time of 
the transference of the Yü?yö, the Appointment of the Hotr ıs not cap- 
able of being transferred or set aside , nor would the Appointment, even 
1f done in connection with the Saciificer after its proper time has passed, 
be in the correct form As for the Eatıng on the other hand, we find 
that ıt ıs both capable of beng transferred, and of being connected with 
another person, without any imcongruity, and hence there can be no 
analogy between the case in question and that of the Appointment 


-.... 


There is, however, something to be said against the above explana 
tion, 1tisthis ‘‘ Why should the Appointment be incapable of being 
“transferred, when, as a matter of fact, we find that ıt 1s after every one 
“ optional alternative has been definitely fixed upon, as to be followed,— 
“that the performance of the sacrifice ıs begun? It is quite possible, at 
“the very time that the sacrificial appomtments are made, for us to 
“ decide as to whether the Yayya would be recited by the Sacrificer or by 
“the Hotr, and when this has been done, the Appoimtment could be 
“made accordingly,—any one of the two persons being appointed If 
“the Recitation of the Yajya@ were a conditional action, like the Uru- 
“ krama, the Vasnuyaga and the like, then ın that case, inasmuch as, prior 
“to the appearance of the condition, the Recitation would not have ac 
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“quired an existence, it might not briny about the said Appointment 
“As a matter of fact however, the Recitation is not conditional, but 
“absolutely necessary,—and as such could always bring about the Appoint. 
“ment in accordance with itself. 

“Then, it has been argued that ‘the Appointment could not be set 
“aside from the Hotr, because how could it be set aside from the Hoér 
“ when it is absolutely necessary for the sake of his own Yaya’? But 
“ then there is no distinct Appointment solely for the sake of the Yajya 
“ the transference whereof would be suspected. As even for a thousand 
“recitations of the Yajy@ we could have a single Appointment, in common 
“for all of them. And this Appointment is done with a view to certain 
“ supersensuous results; and then, inasmuch as it is done after the 
‘Appointment for the whole performance of the Joyfishtomu has been 
“ made, there would be no difference perceived in it, and as such it 
“could be done in common for all (the Recitations). 

“Then, it has been urged that ‘the appointment of the Sacviticer 
“being made after the proper time for it has passed, it would be 
“defective. But this argument is contrary to what has been said 
“in the Sätra ‘Gurvop® mukhyusya’ (X—ii—12). Specially as in 
“that case there is no distinct performance of the original Primary and 
“dis Modification. 

“As for the declaration, that ‘in the original sacrifice everything 
“should be done in accordance with the direct declarations bearing upon 
“the subject,’ —this is contrary to the Survashaktyadhikarana, where 
“it is shown that anything can be done according as the time for 
“it presents itself.” 

In view of these arguments, we must explain the Sätra in the follow- 
ing manner: At the very outset (in sūtra 45) we have shown that ‘the 
transference of one thing does not necessarily imply that of the other,’— 
this dictum being taken for granted, as quite well known and based 
upon other reasons; and in the present Siitra, what is pointed out is that 
‘there can be no transference of the Appointment as it has been 
already made, —that is to say,.done for the sake of a different Yö?yd. 
Consequently, when the Sacrificer would perform the sacrifice, and 
would give directions (to the Hofr,) then too, there would be an Appoint- 
ment for the sake of a different Yü/ya. But there is this difference 
(between the Appointment on the one hand, and the Vusetkfru and the 
Hating on the other), that the Appointment does not, like the Fagat- 
kāra and the Kating, follow the trend of the Ydajya. 
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ADHIKARANA (19) 


(The Phalacamusa constitutes a modification of the material tor 
Sacrifice | 


zum 


Sūtra (41) “The Phalacaması that is prepared under 
66 eertain conditions constitutes a modification 
‘sof the Hating-material, because of the Direct 
s Declarations ” 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we find it laid down that under 
the condition of the sacrifice being performed by the Asatizya or the 
Vaishyn,—mstead of the ‘Cup of Soma, ve should prepare the Phala 
camasa (the ‘ Fiuit-Cup’),—which is thus laid down —‘ Having pounded 
the sprouts, or the fruits, of the vata tree, we should mix it with the 
curd, and then offer it to the Ksatirıya or the Vasshya saciificer, for eating’ 
And with regard to this Phalacamasa, there arises a question, as to 
whether ıt ıs a modification of the material for Hatsng, or of that foi the 
Sacrifice (1e is it meant only fo. being eaten, or for being offered in 
Sacrifice) 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSA 


€ (1) Because we have the dnect declaration—“af he wishes to eat 
“ then the said paalacamasa should be given to him for eating’,—(2) because 
“the direct declaration of the pronoun ‘tam’ (in the sentence ‘ tamasamar 
“bhaksam prayacchét’) points to that which has been mentioned be 
t fore,—/3) because we have the direct declaration of the eatıng — (4) 
“ because it is the eateng (of Soma) that 1s spoken of immediately before 
“the sentence under consideration,—(5) because the Soma (for eateng) 18 
€ mentioned in the same sentence as the Phalacamasu ,—the: efore we 
“ conclude that the Phalacamasa becomes an object for eating , and there 
“ by taking the place of the Soma, it would replace only that Soma which 
““ zs eaten, and not that which is offered an sacrifice Because that which 1s 
“ declared in regard to one thing cannot set aside thc Soma which is with 
“regard to something else 

‘Then again, the connection of the Phalacamasa with the Sacrifice 
“is shown by the fact of its appearing in the Context (of the Jyotrs 
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“ foma), and the mdication of the Context 1s certainly much less authori 
“tative , and as such it could not set aside the Soma, which.s direcily 
“laid down in the original Injunction, from the Principal action of the 
“Sacrifice (and as such in regard to the Sacrifice, the Paa/acamasa could 
“not be substituted for the Suma) 

“ As for the neylect of the Disposal of the Soma (caused by the sub- 
‘stitution of the Phulucam ist for it at the time of the Dusposul-e.itiny), 
1t would not be very sinful, even if there were no Vedic text authorising 
“ such substitution, and hence it is all the less so, when we have a Direct 
‘Declaration (of the Phala imisa as to be substituted for the Soma at 
“ the time of eating) 

“For these reasons, the Phalucamasa should be regarded as a modi- 
“fication of the mvterial that ıs eaten {and not of that which is offered 
“in saciifice) ” 


ü 


SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (48) It w a modipcation of the material for 
Sacrifice, as all purification is for the sake of that 


The Bhasya begins with showing the Indicative force of the words 
It is only when the Phalacumasa 13 a modification of the sacrificial 
material, that ıt can obtain a relationship with the Soma sacmfice And 
ıt 18 only when the presence of the Soma is set aside by the fact of ita 
place having been taken by the Phulacamusa that we can have the phrase 
‘na somam’ by way of a descriptive reference, just lıke the expression 
‘na qu ğ güröti” in the sentence, ‘Airam kriva udgayati-, na görü geréte’ 

Objection “Without connection with a sacrifice how could the 
“ Phalacamasa be a modification of the sacrificial matertal ? That is to say, 
“the Indicative force (of the expression ‘na somam’) could not be 
“ applıcable to the case ın question without some sort of connection with 
“a sacrifice” 

In reply to this, the connection with sacrifice 18 shown by the quoting 
of the whole passage—‘ sa yadı Rājanyam xü Varshyam va yüşayöl, nyagro 
dhastibhih, etc, etc —tübhəryüşayet” (‘In case one be called upon to 
officiate at a sacrifice performed by the Ksattriya or the Vaishya, he should 
tetch the Vata sprouts and have the sacrifice performed by means of 
these”) It ıs not necessary that the connection must be with only such 
a verb as appears afterwards, specially as it is not the mere fact of the 
verb occurımg im the first part of the sentence that forms the basis of 
the signification of ‘ precedence in time, by the affix ‘kira?’ (in the words 
“upamıyo)ya, etc, etc), as we find in the sentence ‘gacchut: pakioü 
where the precedence, ın time, is that of the ‘eating, mn comparison with the 
‘going’, and hence in the case mn question, the connection with a sacrifice 
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18 shown by the sentence itself Though the actual word used in the 
sentence ıs the causative ( yü?ayet ”), yet the connection should be taken 
as being with the simple ‘sacrifice,’ just as in the sentence grdmakamam 
yijayét , because as for the subsidiary performer (who would be the 
nominative of the causative ‘ ydayé’), he ıs already known, and not lead- 
ing to any result, cannot form the object of Injunction 

Such bemg the case, the expressions ‘tamasmaz bhaksam’ and 
‘na somam’ would thereby serve the purpose of a descriptive reference to 
the “offermg of the Phalacamasa’ and the ‘absence of soma,’ hoth of 
which are previously laid down 


.—... 


The above explanation is not admissible , as it involves the following 
amomalıes (1) Remote syntactical connection, (2) the rejection of the 
signification of ‘tamasmaz’, (3) absence of injunctive potency, (4) the 
assumption of the injunctive potency fo: that which serves the sole purpose 
of pomting out the prompting cause, (5) assumption of the sense of the 
Instrumental ending, (6) rejection of the Accusative, (7) the removal 
of all Soma, and (8) the assumption of the factor of simple ‘sacrifice’ 
from the causative ‘ yajayat ” 

That 1s to say—(l) though between the latter “4/7? ayet” and the 
forme: conditional declaration ‘ sa yadz, etc °, we have the sentence ‘ sa yadı 
sanam vibhaksayisét,’ yet we take the former two as syntactically con- 
nected, irrespective of the interruption (2) Though the Pronoun in 
" tamasman ” is, by direct declaration, known to have the power of referring 
to the person spoken of in the context, the above explanation would neces- 
sitate the rejection of this power, as also the immediate sequence 
(3) The presence of the conditional “if” in the sentence ‘sa yadə, etc.’, 
sets aside the injunctive potency of the sentence, and hence it could not 
be taken as laying down the sacrifice as connected with the Phalacamasa 
(unless we were to assume an injunctive potency in the sentence) (4) The 
sentence ‘sa yadə, etc’, having served all 1ts purpose by having pointed out 
the conditions, any fuither assumption of the injunctive potency would be 
most incongruous (5) It will be necessary to assume the absolutely 
non-existing word “ (40224? (with the Instrumental ending) along with 
the latter ‘yfyuyet’ (6) Though in the expression ‘tamasmat,’ the 
word ‘tam’ (with the Accusative ending) signifes the predommance 
(of the eating-material), yet that would be lost sight of, and further, the 
word “pə ayacchet” bemg clearly found to have the character of the 
injunctive, it would not be correct to take it as a mere descriptive 
reference (8) Nor is 1t quite admissible to extract the subordinate factor 
of the mere ‘sacrifi e” from the causative ‘ ydgayét’ and then connect it 
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with the Pialacamasa, (7) Inasmuch as the Phalaramisa would be 
recognised as connected with the whole of the Jyotisfoma, the Soma would 
be wholly rejected, and the whole of the sacrifice would be performed with 
the Phalucumisa, AİL these right anomalies are most incongruous and in- 
admissible. 

The author of the Bhasya also says — yājayitumiti gamyaté, and not 
that there is a connection with the causative ‘y@jayé.’ Aud the author 
of the sūtra also has put forward the reason—‘ because all purification üs 
for the sake of the saecrificinl material’, and not that * because it is connec- 
ted with yüyuyöt? And for these reasons we cannot admit the above 
explanation. 

Some people explain thus:—” Inasmuch as there is a sacrifice 
“mentioned in the Context, the sentence in question does not establish 
“the necessary relationship with the sentence (of that sacrifice) ; and 
“hence on meeting with the sentence * tam prayacehef) when there arises 
“a question as to for what purpose, this should be yiven ( prayacchét) ; 
“the answer to this is that it is givea for the purposes of yäjana 
“(officiating at the sacrifice of the Kesuftrivc}, as is shown by the 
“ Context.” 

But this explanation also is open to the following objections: (1) AH 
the ‘Soma in the sacrifice would be replaced by the Phulacamasa; (2) 
the absence of connection (of the Phalacamasa) with the eating, which is 
expressed by the word ‘tum’ and as such is cognized by means of the 
same sentence as the Phalacamasa itself ; (3) and in that case (there being 
no such connection, we could not explain the Masculine affix in ‘fam’ 
(as the Pronoun would apply to the ‘ ayugrathashthivik, which is not 
masculine); (4) and the ‘éum’ would be construed along with “ praya- 
cchet,’ notwithstanding the intervention of ‘bhuksam’ (the constructior. 
being ‘ tam ydjayitum prayacchet”). 

For these reasons, it becomes necessary that the S¢ddhanta should be 
explained in such a way as would not do away with connection of 
‘bhaksam.’ Because at the very outset we have to consider these 
questions—(1) Is the ‘eating’ that is enjoined (in ‘éamasmat bhakşam 
prayacchét’) one that has not been laid down before; or isit the same that 
has been spoken of before? (2) Is the ‘eating’ enjoined as a puri- 
jicatory rite, or an independent action by itself, or as a purvficatory rite 
auarlliury to the sacrifice ? 

If it be an altogether new ‘eating’ that is enjoined, then it comes to 
be an indirect aid to the sacrifice, which is not admissible; as (1) that 
would involve the assumption of a transcendental result (following from 
the eating); (2) the use to which it wonld be put would be very far from 
that indicated by the Context ; and (3) it would be aiding something with 
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which it has no duect connection Then again, the Accusative ending in 
‘tam’ distinctly shows that the material to be erten is something to be 
purified , as otherwise we should have had the word “(€za”, and hence 
the erting’ must be regarded as a punficatory action İt is in the 
very nature of purrficatory actions, that they take up substances that have 
been used, or those thit have to be used, but as that which would 
be ‘eaten’ could not possibly be used again, the ‘euteng’ must be 
regarded as puraficatory of that which has been used Thus then, when the 
Phalacamasa would be betaking itself to the purificatory eating, ib could 
be thus addressed—‘ thou couldst be purified by the eateng, only if thou 
wouldst be used fo. some purpose or other, and not otherwise’, and 
thus looking for its being used, the Phalacamusa becomes, through the 
Context, taken up as an anxıllıary to the Sacifice And then, before 1t has 
been used, and thereby become capable of being purified by the eating of 
the saerificer, —ıt becomes related to the saciificial portions, by means of 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of its bem z eaten by the sacıificer), and this 
fact having become daly ascertained, the Phalacamasa would be taken as 
forming the material for the repetition of the offering out of the Cup of the 
Sacrifice: , because the fact of its not being used in the other vessels or 
Cups would not interfere with its being eaten by the Sacreficer (and it 18 
only the apparent Inconsistency ot this that has been made the ground of 
its connection with the sacrificial portions) And in this manner, use 
would be tound for the Soma also (as the other vessels and Cups would 
contain the Soma, only that of the Ksuttzya or Vasçya sacrificer being 
filled with the Phalacamasa) 

Or, ıt may be that the word “ Bhaksa,’ pronounced ın connection 
with the context of the Jyotistoma, would be based upon the original 
‘bhaksa ot the Soma, and as this latte: BAaklsa is known as purzficatory 
of the remnant of the materal used at the Sacrifice, the bhaksa (eating) of 
the Phalucamasa too could be purificatory of ib only as the 1emnant of 
that which has been used in the surifice, and it could not be taken as 
selving ay purpose othe: than that gn g/Zcafıon , nor, lastly, could it be 
taken as an independent action by itself, as we find none of the 
causes—such as ‘other words, etc , deseribed in Adhyaya II ~that would 
show ıt to be an independent action 

And tuither, the clause —‘sa yadı somam vibhaksayesét’—distinctly 
shows that the ‘eating’ of the Phalacamasa 1s correlative to the “ eateng of 
Soma’, which is thus mentioned in the same sentence with itself, as 
othcı wise, the mention of ‘Soma would be absolutely meaningless 

Non isit possible for the clause ‘nu somam’ to be taken as a mele 
descriptive retcrence, bec wase if the ‘ eafony of the Phalucamusa’ that 1 
laid down in the sentence were a wholly different ‘eating,’ laid down as 
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an indirect aid to the sacrifice, then, in that case, ıt would not oust the 
Soma, as the two would not have the same functions to subserve (the eahing 
of Soma being a Disposal, while that of the Phalacamusa, being, according 
to this view, an mdırect aid), and when the Soma would not be ousted, 
there could be no mere descriptive reference of its prohibition. 

Nor can the clause ‘na somam’ be taken as an Injunction; because 
that would involve a syntactical spht, and the assumption of a transceden- 
tal result; and further, the sentence would become wholly irrelevant 
and absurdly out of place, as the construction of the whole would be 
something like this — yadı somam bhaksunéna samskartumicchat (if one 
should wish to purify the Soma by eatimy), tatah phatacamusubhakgana- 
ma adupakarakam kuryüt (then he should do the eating of the Phalac7- 
masa, which is an indirect aid to the sacrifice), phalacuwasam vf samskus- 
yat (or he should purify the Phalacamasa) 11 And if the sentence ia 
construed as—‘ yéna bhakshanéna yathübhütam somam saməkartumicehet 
tēna tathabhitaméva phalucamasam samskuryat’ ( one should purify, by 
eating, the Phalacamasa in the same character, and in the same 
as he wishes to do with regard to the Soma’),-then, in that case 
Apparent Inconsistency, we would come to take it as the Phalacumasa as 
related to (and forming the material for) the repetition of the offering made 
out of the Cup of the sacrificer. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Phalacamasa 
constitutes a modification (substitute) for the Soma, as regards the 
offerings at the sacrifice 

Says the Bhasya ‘Sasa vyavadh@ranakalpana. That is to say, 
just as in the case of the sucrifice performed for the Arceptance of the 
Horse-gift, though the assertion was ‘as many horses as he should acteyi, 
yet it was taken in the sense of ‘as many as he should give, and 
accoidingly the Ist was taken as to be performed by the (tiver,—so, in the 
same manner, in the case in question, though the declaration is to the 
effect that ‘zt should be offered for eating’ (‘ bhakşam prayaochet*), yet it 
is taken ın the sense that ‘st should be offered as the material ‘ be 
offered in sacrifice.’ 

The same reasoning holds respecting such sentences as t putikiima- 
bhişinuyüt” (‘ one should pound the putika, if Soma be unavailable ") and 
the rest (where the putīkā is to be taken as laid down, not simply aa an 
object to be pounded, but as one to be offered). 


Sütra (49): Because of the Homa. 
The Injunction of the “ kuça-sprout, with reference to the Hom 
of the material ın the ‘other cups’ (ın the sentence ‘ yada anylınç masi 
guhvati uthaitasya dar bhatarunakēnopahatya göhsuti”), distinetly show, 
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that the PAalacamasa is meant to be a substitute for the material to b 
offered at the sacrifice 


Sati a (50) Because we find (the Phalacainasa) spohen of 
as to be held up atthe same time as the other cups, 


It is only when the Phalacamasa 15 similar, in character, to the 
otha cups that we can explain the fact of its holding up bemg spoken of 
along with that of the other cups, with regard to which latter there is 
no doubt as to the mateziils contuined in those being offered at the 
sacrifice 


Süt: a (51) itso because ofthe indicative force of words. 


We have alieidy explained how the reference to the prohibition of 
Soma (in the words ‘na somam’) indicates that the Phalacamnasa 1s to be 
dealt with ın the same way as the Soma—that is to say, by being oftered 
at the sacrifice 


ADHIKARANA (20). 
[The Rajanya-cups should be eaten out of by the Brahmanas.] 


Sittra (62): “In regard to the ‘ Anuprasarpana, (the Hating 
“should be regulated by Caste.” 


In connection with the Dacapéya (which is a part of the Rajasiya 
sacrifice), we have the sentences—‘ Catam Brahmandhk somam bhakş. 
ayantt,’ and, “ Dagadagaikaticamasamanuprasarpéyuh ", and in regard to 
these, thore arises" the question as to whether the Rajanya-cups also should 
be eaten out of by the ten Brühmanas, or by Kesattriyas. 

Question : “ What is the ground for this doubt ? ” 

In answer to this, some people put forward the diversity of construc- 
tion that the sentences admit of. For instance, if the sentence ‘ daça- 
daçaikam, etc., be an Injunction, then, ten men of each caste having been 
enjoined by this Injunction, the sentence ‘ gatam Brahmandk ” would bea 
mere descriptive reforence to those therein enjoined,—the name of 
“ Brahmana ” being used in view of the fact of the number of that caste 
exceeding that of the other castes ;—just as we find in the case of the 
expression the ‘Brihmana-village’; and in that case it would bo ten 
Ksatiriyas that would eat out of the Rājanya-cups; on the other hand, 
if the sentence ‘ catam “Brühmaşpüh were an Injunction, then, in that case, 
the other sentence “ daşa, eto.) would be a descriptive reference ; and inas- 
much as thore is no possibility of an indirect secondary signification in 
the case of an Injunction, it would be the Brahmanas alone that would 
eat out of all the cups; and hence out of the ten [ajanya-cupe. also, the 
eating would be done by ten Brahmanas. 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSA. 


“ Inasmuch as the word ‘ anuprasarpéyuh ” (in the latter sentence) 
“has the Injunctive toru, while the word ‘ bhaksayanti’ (in the former 
« sentence) has the +e. criptive form, we must take the sentence ‘ daca 
“ dagatkam as the Injuuction; and then there arising the question as to 
“which ‘ten’ should do the eating, we are led, by the fact of the 
“number always pertaining to homogenous things, to conclude that the 

188 


1498 TANTPA VAPIIRA ADH THI—p&pA V —ADHI (20) 


“ euteng out of the Brahmana cups should be done by ten Bi dhmanas, while 
“that out of the Rajanya cups, by ten Ksatirvyas 

“The word “Sümanyüt” m the Sūtra may be explaıned in three 
“different ways (1) The Injunction having ceased to operate after 
“haying lad down the number “ ten,’ ıt becomes necessary to find ont the 
“andividuals that would make up that number, and the individuals to be 
“ accepted should be only those of whom we may have some indications 
“(an the tert itself), as a matter of fact, we find that for persons 
“ belonging to the same caste, we have an indicative agent m the shape of 
“one ‘class’ or ‘commonality’ (‘s@manya’), whereas for peisons of 
“ different castes we have no such mdication (2) Ol, the ‘ st#manya’ 
“meant might be the ‘commonality of objects’, that ıs te say, 
‘imaccordance, with the Süz ITI —1—12, ‘the number: ‘ten ’ and the caste 
es Ksatthaya’ should be taken as gualifiying each other, on the ground of 
“ both of them bemg laid down mregaid to the Phalacamasu , and this 
“would mean that the ‘ Ksutireya hood extends only over those objects 
“that ae contamed in the number ‘ten,’ and 2ce versa, and cn the 
“ strength of this, we must admit that ten Zsattiyas should eat out of the 
€ Rüşanya cups (3) O1, “sömünyüt may be taken to mean that when 
“€ two things belong to the same class, o1 happen to have the same function, 
“the one sets aside the othe: , and hence m the case in question, we find 
“ that the caste ‘ Ksaétizya’ is already laid down m the Injunction of the 
“ Rü, asüya sacrifice (‘Raja Razastiyena svdiayyakamo yaşata?), which 
“also lays down the number ‘one’ only (by the singulat number in 
“t Raga’), and as the Rayasiya forms the original primary of the actions 
“ spoken of ın the sentences under consideration, the number “one” comes 
“to be taken as pertainmg to these latte: also, but we find these 
“ sentences distinctly laying down the number ‘ten’, and this latter 1s 
“taken as setting aside the forme: number ‘one’ on the ground of its 
“ having been laid down ın a general way, “sümünyat” (while the number 
“c ten’ is specially laid down), and on that of its applying to the actions 
“in question merely by way of mplication (and not by direct Injunction), 
“ but that does not set aside the ‘Xsatireya’ caste also Hence we 
‘are led to the conclusion that the sacrficer’s cup, without being 
“disjoned from the caste  “ Ksafhaga, should be connected with the 
“number ‘ten’, that 1s to say, 1b 1s the ten Ksattizyas that should eat out 
“of the Rayanya cups 

“ Objection ‘The sentence having laid down the number ‘ten,’ mas- 
“much as the reference would be a qualified one, the sense of the 
“ Injunction being ‘yadekatkam camasamanupiasarpantz, etc, ete "(ie 
“6 those that eat out of each of the vessels should be ten”), there would be 
“a distinct syntactical split” 


1-499 


€ Reply: That would not affect our position ; becanse it is only the 
“eup ihat is referred to by means of the word ‘camasam’ with the 
“accussative ending ; and all that this shows is that the cup is the 
“object to be purified; and as for the ‘cups,’ we find that they are 
‘ capable of no other purification ‘save that by means of eating; and hence 
“it is this eating that should be taken as indicated by the word 
“ unuprasurpéyuh’ ; and as that ev ing is found to pertain to every onc of 
‘the cups, this eating also comes to be mentioned in the sentence in 
‘question, by way of reference; and as such there can be no syntactical 
“ split,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (53): The Brahmanas should do it; because of the 
same word, 


The Aguattriyus should vot cat out of the Ldjanya-cups; because in 
tle case in question, we find the Injunction speaking of ‘ hundred Brah- 
mana,” Which would have to be taken in ils secondary siguitication, if wo 
did not admit the fact of the Brähmunus cating out of the cups: in 
question. 

That is to say, the connection of the Brahmanas with all the cups 1s 
shown by the same word ‘ Brakmana? being used. And as such the 
Brélmanas should not be disconnected from any of the cups. Nor do we 
find any ground for taking the word (f Brdkmana’) in its secondary sense ; 
(as indicating the Kesaliriye); specially as we do not find the Kgattriya 
mentioned by any more authoritative menus of knowledge ; and if the word 
were taken in the said indirect sense (and the Injunctive character were 
attributed to the sentence ‘dara, etc”) the whole of the sentence * gutam 
Brühmanüh ete. would be a meaningless repetition ; while in accordance 
with our theory, the Injunctive potency of the sentence * gatam Brahmundh 
etc.’ being inferred from the nature of the declaration in vegard to the 
performance of the sacrifice as a whole, it would enjoin ‘the hundred Brah- 
maņas’; and this being done, the repetition contained in the sentence * daga, 
etc.’ would serve the purpose of pointing out the various shares. 

Or, it may be that, in accordance with the Stra X---iii—53, it would 
be by direct signification that the ‘tens,’ enjoined in tho former sentence, 
would be spoken of by way of descriptive reference, in the sentence 
‘daca, etc” (and thus in this case, there would be no recourse to indirect- 
secondary signification). Aud as all the ten cups would be occupied by 
the ‘hundred Brühmanas, in ten parties of ten BrüAmanas each, there 
would be no room for any Ksattriya. Hence it must be admitted that 
ten Brahmanas should eat out of the ten Rajanya-Cupy. 
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The above representation of the Adhzkarana however, is not admis 
sible (1) Because, ın the first place, if the sentence ‘Catam Bröhmanüh, 
etc”, were the Injunction, then, masmuch as the descriptive reference 
would be the eatzng which is mmplled by its presence ın the Origmal Pri 
mary (the Rayjasdya sacrifice)—and as no qualified Injunction (of the 
Braihmana qualified by the number ‘hundred’) would be possible,—it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction as pertamıng to one of these 
only (either the Br ahmana or the number ‘hundred’), but if the Injune 
tion were applied to the number ‘hundred,’ then the word ‘ Brahmanah’ 
would be absolutely meaningless, (2) while if at were applied to the Brak 
mana, the word ‘Catam’ would be meaningless (3) If then, the sentence 
be taken as enjoining the Brahmana with reference to the number ‘hund 
red, then ıt becomes necessary for you to point out the authority for de 
claring the eating as to be done by hundred persons (4) Further if the 
Injunction be taken as that of the number ‘ hundred’ with reference to the 
Bradhmana, then, through the preclusion of the Ksattreya, the mention ot 
the Brahmana would become a qualifymg adjunct, and as such the re 
ference bemg to a qualified object we would havea syntactical split, 
and there would be nothing done in connection with the Rajanya 
Cups (as the Injunction would be restricted to the Cups out of which the 
Brühmanas eat) Then again, imasmuch as the sentence éka:kam, etc 
could not be taken as a mere reference, ın regard to the Rajyanya-Cups, ib 
would be taken as enjoming ten Ksattrvyas, with regard tothose cups, while 
for the other cups, we have the Injunction of ‘hundred Brahmanas’ in the 
sentence ‘Caiam Brühmanah, and we do not know how the nine cups are 
to be divided among the ‘hundred Brahmanas (5) If, on account of the 
connection of the Soma, the word ‘ Bröhmanah” were taken as a mere des 
criptive reference, then too, imasmuch as that would involve a preclusion 
of the Phalacamasa (by the ‘Brahmana Soma’), there would be the anomaly 
of a qualified reference, and further, as there would be no functioning (of 
the Brahmanas) ın regard to the Phalacamasa, we would, as before, have 
the possibility of (the eating by the Ksattreya) That “the two words 
‘Soma’ and ‘ Brahmana’ are never found to be used mn the sense of the Phala 
camasa and the Ksattriya, respectively ’—cannot be regarded as any au 
thority (6) Then if the reference be taken as to the ungualrfied eating, 
then we would have the number ‘hundred’ applıcable even to those eat- 
ngs that are done out of the aminal body, the cake, ete Because 1t 1s 
not only the ‘eating st the Principal sacrifice’ that ıs spoken of as‘ Bhak 
sa’, and as such, being a purificatory act (of the Remnants), would 
pertain equally to all Primaries and Subsidiaries, as shown under the Sūtra 
TlI—vu—2, and further, m this case, the word ‘Soma’ would be abso 
lutely meaningless (As what-would be laid down would be mere eating 
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an general) (1) If the number ‘hundred’ be taken as enjoined with re- 


ference to the Soma, then, m that case, beginning from its Purchase, all the 


rites that would be done in connection with the Soma would have to be 
done by hundred persons, and ın that ciso the word | Bhaksuyantı” would 
be meaningless (8) If with ic ference to ‘eating,’ the connection of the 
‘hundred’ Brahmanas, be taken as enjoined,—-then too, this latter would 
apply to the case of the (eating out of the 1amnanta of the) Aminal Body, 
and the cake, ete , —and hence the use of the word ‘Somam’ would be ab 
solutely meaningless (9) Then, if the ‘hundred Brähmanas’ be taken 
as enjoined with reference to the Soma, this would be absolutely 1mpos- 
sible, because of the word ‘Soma not being expressive of the Action, and 
hence there would be no preclusion of the connection of the Ksaliriya with 
tho Phalacamasa, ın the form of the ‘ Vata-sprout,’ which is not Soma 

For these reasons, it is not possible for the sentence ‘Catam Brak 
manch’ to be taken as an Injunction 

Then again, there would bo no use, or authority, for taking, as a 
mere descriptive reference, the sentence ‘dayudagarkarkam,’ ete , whose 
Injunctive Potency is intact, and which has been ascertained to be pos- 
sessed of an independent myjuuctive character How, far could the 
former sentence (‘Catam Brithm inh, etc’), which has its verb in the 
Present Tense, be taken as an Tujunction Y Consequently 16 must be 
taken as a mere descriptive reference Nor, in the absence of the cond: 
tional character, etc, is it possible for sevcral verbs to be syntactically 
connected (and forming a, simple sentence, winch would be necessary if 
the sentence ‘daga, ete’, were taken as a mere desc1iptive refereuce) 
Nor do we find any idea of the conditional character m 4 sentence that 1s 
Wholly devoid of such conditional words as “if” and the lke Nor ıs the 
sentence ‘daga, ete ”, found to contain an eulog , for the sake whereof the 
sentence could be taken as a descriptive reference, and as syntactically 
connected (with the Injunction, in accordance with the Sutra I—n—7) 
Consequently, masmuch as the whole of the sentence (‘ Daga, ete’), which 
1s wholly distinct from the other sentence, caunot be rightly taken as a 
mere descriptive reference, —we must take it as enjoining something e 

Thus then, if, ın view of the absence of any hmt as to “ hundred ’ 
the sentence be taken as enjoining the various parties of ten, then, in that 
case, the mention of “ Zkarkam’ would be: ome inexplicable (incongruous) ’, 
specially as the Injunction of this latter would involve a syntactical split 
And, inasmuch as the (Vasatkarir and the other Priests are entitled to 
several Cups, the Hkavkam, etc ’, could not be a mere descriptive reference, 
and as their eating ont of the vessels also is pointed out by the previous 
sentence, the specification of ‘Camasa’ (Cup) would be meaningless, and 
if this word were taken as qualifying or specifying (the materzal as that 
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confained im the Cups), it would give rise to a syntactical split, Nor, 
as a matter of fact, is it possible for the sentence ‘ daca, etc.,’ to be taken 
as a mere descriptive reference; because the number ‘ hundred,’ which is 
laid down for the sake of the purification of the Cups, would appear to 
be applicable, as a whole, to each of those Cups. If it be taken as men- 
tioned for the sake of the purification of the Performer (of the eating), 
then there would be a possibility of Division, as in the case of the Sacri- 
ficial gift ; and hence, in accordance with the Sūtra X~—iii—53, we would 
have the Division as ‘ parties of fen to each one of the Cups.’ And in this 
case, even though there would be an Injunction, yet it would have the char- 
acter of Preclusion ; or, it might show that with regard to a single Cup 
there may be ten persons eating out of it; or that with regard to a 
single Cup, ten parties of ten eating out of the same Cups; in any case 
the eating out of the Cup would be done by hundred persons, in parties 
of ten each. 

Thus then, we find that neither of the two sentences in question is 
compatible with the above explanation (and as such both are incapable of 
being taken as independent Injunctions). Consequently, we must explain 
the Adhikarana as follows :— 

Both the sentences are injunctive; because both have the form of an 
Injunction. And then too, in the first place, it is the sentence ‘ Dara, etc.” ; 
which, as in the Purvapaksa, is taken as the Injunction; because, as shown 
above, uo other order of sequence is possible. The word ‘ Anuprasurpanti? 
indicates that eating, whose existence is already implied by Atidégu (the 
Implicatory Law that ‘the Modificatory Action is to be done in the same 
way as the Original Primary’); and as such, it indicates the Sacrifice, 
just as the eating of the Phalacamasa has been said to do; and hence, in the 
sentence ‘ daça, ete., the portion ‘ camasumanuprasurpantt’ should be taken 
as a descriptive reference, because of the relationship of the qualificulion 
and the qualified (between the ‘Camasu,’ Cup, aud the ‘ainu; reserguna,’ 
eating), based upon the fact of either one of these being in need of the other ; 
while the portion ‘duga, ete., is to be taken as an Injunction; and the 
repetition of the words may be explained as being due to the fact of the 
number ‘ten’ differing with each ‘one’ (Cup), as would be indicated by 
the predominant character of the ‘Camusu.’ 

Thus then, the number ‘hundred’ having been completed (by the 
repetitions ‘Ten’), the other sentence (‘Gatam Brdhmantth) is to be 
taken as sintng the ‘ Brahmana” with reference to that hundred,—the 
construction being ‘yucchutun goman bhukşayanit tad Braühmunah/ 
(‘The hundred that eat out of the Soma-czps should be Brahmanas’). So 
long as any portion of the sentence is capable of being taken as an Injunc- 
tion, it is not proper to take the whole as a mere descriptive reference: 
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nor, under the circumstances, would it be right to take the word ‘ Brah- 
mana’ as indirectly indicating (the other castes); as it has all its needs 
supplied by being connected with the number ‘hundred’ (and thus there 
is no Apparent Inconsistency in it that could justify our having recourse 
to a secondary signification with regard to the word ‘Brahmana’). Then, 
as for the words ‘somam?’ and ‘bhaksayanti, they are not meant to be 
significant; and as such there can be no anomaly of qualified reference. 

Nor would the mention of the Soma be wholly anomalous; as all 
‘that it is found to dois to indicate something used at the sacrifice, and as 
such, it could be taken as pointing to the Phalucamasa. 

Consequently, while we would be still on our way to the assumption 
of the Ksattriya, for the making up of the number ‘hundred’ (enjoined 
by the sentence ‘daga, etc.’),—the other sentence (“Çafam Brahmanah, 
etc.’) will have supplied the want by laying down another object (the Brah- 
mana) for making up that number. Nor would this extend to the case of 
the vessels also; as the sentence ‘daca, ete., refers distinctly to the Cups. 

Thus then, we find that, even as regards the Rajanya-Cups the In- 
junction having pointed out the eating as to be done by the said “party 
of ten, —the place is taken up by the ‘ party of ten Brahmanas,’ (as shown 
above); and thus the material in question having all its needs of purifica- 
tion fulfilled by being eaten by these latter (and thus being duly disposed 
of), it is the Sacrificer (the Ksattriya) who would have no eating to do. 

Thus it is established that it is fen Brahmanas that should eat out 
of the ten Rajanya-Cups. . 

In the Bhasya, we find that the question has been raised as to the 
prohibifition (and consequent impropricty) of the Brdhmanas and Ksa- 
ttriyas cating together out of the same Cup,—and answered by the declara- 
tion that “there is no impurity attaching to the eating of the Soma.’ 

And against this portion of the Blasya, some people urge the follow- 
ing objection: “Inasmuch as there would be no Soma in the Phala- 
camasa, how could there be any impurity attaching to the eating out of 
that?” 

But this does not affect the situation ; because the Pöalacamasa, be- 
ing substituted for the Soma, becomes endowed with all the properties of 
this latter; as we shall show under the Satras, ‘ Naimittikam, ete? (111— 
vi—36), and “ Dhdrmasyartha-krtatvat’ (IX—ii—40). 

Objection: “The absence of impurity is a property of Man; and as 
‘such it could not be attributed to the Phalacamuss merely by reason of 
“its being substituted (for the Soma).” 

Reply: It would certainly be not attributed, if it really were a prop- 
erty of Mun. As a matter of fact, however, it is not a property of Man ; 
as that would involve the assumption of a distinet resnir {in connection 
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with the sentence, ‘no impurity attaches to the eating of Soma) Spec- 
ially as we find that the ‘absence of impurity’ has been spoken of in 
answer to the possibility of an impurity attaching to the ‘eating of the 
Soma.” , and this shows that the said ‘absence of impurity’ is a property 
of the Action Consequently, it must be admitted that, just as the Soma, 
when it purifies ( by eating), doeS not bring about an impurity in the per- 
former,—so also would its substitute, the Phalacamasa, do 

And thus, on the strength of the aforesaid reasons, ıt must be ad- 
mitted that the eateng out of the ten Rayanya-Cups is to be done by ten 
Brahmanas. 


Tuus ENDS ras Fırru Pipa or ADEYAİYA III 


ADHYAYA III—PADA VI 
ADHIKARANA (1) 


Loach Injunctions, as that of the Sruva being mode of the Khadwa wood, 
pertain to the Original Primary Sacrilice ] 


Süha (1) “ It pertains to atl, as et does not occur 
an “any particular Context 


In regard to those declarations that do not occur in the wake of any 
purtuulat sacrifice, and which contain indications of the Original Primary 
Ac tion, -we come to consider the question as to when they become con 
nected with ı Context, they do so with the Context of the Original Primary 
Sacrifice, or they pertain to all sacrafice, Hven in the absence of any of 
the six means of Cogiution, in the shape of Direct Declaration, ete , we can 
establish a connection with saciifices, just in the same way as in the case 
of the devapratigrahéste 

In connection with the Sruva and the Juhi, weyhave the Injunctions 
of the ‘ Khadira wood’ and ‘leaves’ respectively, and the Suva and tho 
Juha, are laid down, as accessories of sacrifices, in such sentences 1s—(1) 
‘ Sruvénivadyati,’ ‘Sruvéadghiramaghairayats,’ ‘Sravéna paivanan juhot: , 
(2) ‘Juhvñ juhot ete, ete And as soon as the ‘Khadsra wood’ and 
leaves’ are shown to be related to the Sruvs and the Juhi, they become 
al, once taken up by the seerificial procedure relating to the Sruva and 
the Juha, as they do not set ve any other purpose (than that of helping in 
the sacrificial procedure), as we shall explain later on, in Adhyaya İV 
Because no result can follow fiom the class (‘ Khdduwatva’ denoted by the 
woid ‘ Khadurah’ in the Injunction ‘ Khadwak siuva bhavati'), which is 
absolutely without any sort of function, not do we find any Action put 
forward, calculated to bring into play auy activity in that Class, nor 1s 
any ruch action actually mentioned in the sentence itself No: can we 
take the sentence ‘ Kh?duah sruvo bhavati, ct / as enjoining the Sruvo 
also, as such an Injunction would involve a syntactical split Conse 
quently we must take the sentence as laying down the “ KAddiza wood ° 
with reference to the Sruva, and inasmuch as the mater ial form of the 
Sruva would be accomplished even without such Injunctions (as the Si uvu 
13 quite capable of being made of many woods other than the Khadua) 


189 


1506 TANTRA VARIIKA ADH 111—PADA Vi —ADHI (l) 


the said Injunction of the Khadzra wood would be absolutely useless, and 
it is this Apparent Inconsistency of the Injunction that pomts to some 
sort of a connection of that Injunction with a Sacrifice 

Thus then, in regard to the question spoken of, we have the follow- 
ıng— 


PÜRVAPAKSA 


“ Because of the Injunction not occuring in connection with any pa- 
“ticular sacrifice, the Gruva, being equilly connected with the all Primary 
“and Subsidiary Sacrifices, 16 should be taken as pertaiming to all 


“ sacrifices ” 
SIDDHANTA 


Sittra (2) Tt should pertain to the Original Primary 
alone, as there would be no (needless) ? epetitron 

(ın that) 

Inasmuch as all Injunctions pertain to only such factors as have 
not been got at by any other means, the Injunction of the “ Khadsra wood ’ 
must be taken as pertaining to those sacrifices, ın connection with which 
it is not cognisable by any other means And as a matter of fact, we find 
that ıt is only in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice, that the ‘Kha- 
dua-S7uva’ is not cognised by any other means, as being connected, 
while as for the modifications of the sacrifices, the connection with the 
said Sruva would be cognisable by means of the Implicatory Injunction 
(that ‘the Modification is to be done in the same way as the Ongunal”) 
the assumption whereof would be absolutely necessary for the sake of the 
bringing in of the other accessories (from the Original to the Modifica 
tion), and as such the modifications do not stand im need of any dnect 
Injunction of the said Sruva, specially as it is only when there is no such 
Injunction, with regard to the modifications, that we are saved from the 
Reprtrtaon (that would be inevitable in case there were such an Injunc 
tion, as the connection of the Küddəoa Sruva with these modifications 
would, m that case, be expressed by this Injunction, and it would also be 
indicited by the aforesaid Implicator, Zujunction) 

We can read the Sūtra as dewektatrdt,” or as ‘admruktatvat,’ the 
sense of the forme: bemg that the view of the Pūrvapaksa anvolves a 
needless repetaticn,—and of the latter, that there ts no repetition involved 
in the view of the Siddhanéa 


Sutra (3) Objection “(The Impheatory Injunction) would 
“appty to (the accessory details) other than the one 
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“en question, as this latter ıs found to be laid 
“down by Direct Injunction ” 


[The Sūtıa may be read as ‘ Vacanapraptz,’ or as “ Vacanaprapiih ’} 


Objection “A needless Repititeon would certainly be madmıssıble 
“But we do not understand why the indication (of the Khadara- 
“ Sruva) by the assumed Implicatory Injunction should be taken as close- 
“ing the way of the Direct Injunction in question,—and why it 18 not 
“ held that this Direct Injunction itself does not allow of the application 
“of any Implicatory Injunction In fact the proper co irse would be not 
“to admit of this latte: in face of the Direct Injunction, because there 
“1s no doubt that an assumed Impluatory Injunction is very much farther 
“removed from its objective than the Direct one, which latter should be 
“ accepted, on the ground of the proximity of the objective, as also on that 
“ of its beng naturally very much quicker in its operation (than any assumed 
« Injunction) It might be argued that—‘masmuch as the Direct In- 
“junction 18 generic in its application, it would be weaker than the assumed 
“one which has a particular application to the casein question’ But this 
“argument could be turned agamst the İmplicatory Injunction also, as 
“that too applies to all the Accessories of the Original Sacrifice, and as 
‘such can have no particulw application to the case in question For 
“these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Injunction that does not 
“occur ın connection with any particular sacrifice, applies to all sacri 
“fices ™ 


Süztva, (4) “(It might be urged that) ‘22 veew of a percepti 
“ble fact (we must regard the Implicatory Injunction as more 
“ authoritative than the Direct one)’ ” 


“ Against our conclusion, the followmg might be urged ’—‘If the 
€ Direct Injunction were stronger in authority than the Implicatory 
€“ İnyünetion, then, in that case, masmuch as the way would have been 
€ previously blocked by that, there would certainly, be no İmplicatory 
“ ‘Injunction at all, because in that case, the Khadsra-Sruva, applying in 
“ “common to the Original Primary as well as to its modifications,—and 
‘ ‘having its capability of aiding in the Origmal Primary distinctly per 
““ceived,—could fulfil the requirements of the Modzfication also (and it 
“would not be necessary to actually apply ıt separately to the case of 
“€ “he latter) But this would be directly contrary to the distinctly per- 
“< ceptible fact of the Accessories of the Original Primaiy—ın the shape 
‘stof the Prayd&jas,—actually entering into the very constitution of the 
“ “ modificatıons Hence (ın view of this fact) ıt must be admitted that 
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eee (he said Khadzia Sruva finds a place m the Original Primary only, 
““€ which is entirely free form the İmplicatory Injunction °” 


Sutra (5) “Reply It es not so, because the Injunc 
“tron can have only one object” 


“Reply The argument brought forward cannot set aside the fact 
“ of the Injunction in question applying to all sacrifices Because the re- 
“jection of the Implcatory Injunction with regard to one factor (1e, the 
“* Khadua Sruva’ fı ) does not mean that ıt 1s rejected ın regard to all 
“the factors , for instance, ın connection with a ce:tain modificatory sacri- 
"“ fice, we find the Injunction to the effect, ‘in place of the ordinary Kuga 
“grass one should use the Çara’, and though this Injunction sets aside 
“the application of the Kuga (which finds place ın the Original S terifice, 
“and which would come m accordance with the Implicatory Injunction), 
“ yet it does not reject the presence of the P?ayöşas and the other Acces 
“ sories (pertaining to the modification in question, in accordance with the 
“said Implicatory Injunction), as we recognize a rejection in cases 
“ where the two Injunctions are found to have the same objective Sumi 
“larly in the case in question, the Injunction under consideration would 
‘preclude the application of the Implicatory Injunction, only so fai as 
“ the factor of the “ K2adəora Sruva’ is concerned Nor is the ‘ Khadwa’ 
“capable of supplying the requirements of the modifications , masmuch 
“as 16 does not partake of the nature of an actzon And further, masmuch 
“as it would operate with regaid to both the Original Primary and the 
‘Modification, at one and the same time, it could not, at the time of the 
“ performance of the latter, be recognised as havıag already served a use 
“ ful purpose ın connection with the Original Primary Then again, we 
“find that the Injunction of the ‘ Khadvra’ is wanting in certain elements, 
“inasmuch as the Sruva has not been found to be applicable, nor can this 
“be recoginized as applicable, without the operation of the permission 
“conveyed by the Imphcatory Injunction, specially as the Injunction 
“under consideration cannot be regarded as laying down the Sruva also, 
“ because there being no Principal Action mentioned in it, no qualified 
“Injunction would be possible, and as such, there would be an inevitable 
“syntactical split For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the In 
“Junction under consideration having laid down the ‘ Khadira-wood’ with 
“reference to the Sruva, the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘ the Modifica 
“ tion should be performed ın the same manner as the Original) should 
“be taken as applying to all the Accessories except the wood of which the 
€ S) ura is made ” 
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Stitra (6) “Objection ‘But the origination (of this is similar 
“to that of the other accessories of the Original Sacrifice Y” 


“The Nasydy:ka comes forward with the following reasoning in his 
‘‘fivourite syllogistic form ‘The Injunction that does not occur in 
“í connection with any saciifice pertains to the Original Primary Sacri- 
“€ fice, —becanse it lays down things in an abbreviated and in an extensive 
““form,—yuust like the Payza and the rest” 


Sttra (T) “Reply not so, as the reason applies 
“equally to both cases ” 


“Reply In the first place we have already shown that subjects like 
“what we are dealing with are not amenable to any Inferential process 
“of reasoning And secondly, the inferential argument brought foward 
‘ 18 not quite admissible, as the reason 1s too wide, inasmuch as in regard 
“to Modifications also, we often find Injunctions in abbreviated, as well as 
“in extensive forms 

“The following argument might here be brought forward —İn such 
“““ cases, either the abbreviated Injunction alone, or the extensive Injune 
“““ ion alone, having enjomed the Action, the othe: conld not exercise an 
“injunctive function ” 

“Reply But that objection would apply equally to the case of the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice also, and so, in any case the aforesaid inferen- 
“tial argument would bef illacious (and doubtful) Consequently, in order 
“to avoid this, what should have been brought forward as the reason 18 the 
“mere fact of the brief and extensive declarations, irrespective of the In 
“ yunctive or the descriptive character, and we have already shown that 
“this reason would be much too wide 


5———..........) 


€ Or, the two Sūtra» (6 and 7) might be taken as emanating from the 
€ Mimdnsakas themselves In that case, the forme: Sūtra (6) may be ex- 
“plained as embodying the following objection ‘If you take the Injunc 
‘ton in question as pertaining +9 all sacrifices, you are very much mistaken 
€ Because in a case, where the vessels and implements are laid down as 
“q” calculated to be utilised in a certain way,—in such cases, 16 is possible 
“t for the class, subsidiary to those vessels, etc, to be enjomed As a 
“matter of fact, we find that the Originative Injunction of any such ves- 
o € gel, ete, is not found in connection with any modrficatory sacrifice, and 
“ Cag such, the sacrifice beg devoid of such vessels, the subsidiary class 
“t Khadara could not be enjoined in regard to it Specially as the con- 
“c pection of the Khada with the Original Primary is far more easy and 
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ece direct than that with the Modificatory Sacrifice If the vessels, ete, 

“¢had been enjomed equally, ın connection with the Onginal Primary 
“Sand the Modification, then ın that case, we could have taken the In 

“sanction of the subsidiuy class Khadzra as pertaining to the sacrifices 
“€ sin all conditions (1e the Original as well as the modified states) As 
oca matter of fact, however, they are not so enjomed, and hence we can 

“‘not but take the Injunction as pertaining to the Original Primary 
“s Sacrifice >” 

“ And in reply to this we have the next Sita (7), the sense of which 

“€ would be this All such Injunctions as do not occur m) connection with 
“ amy particular sacrifice stand in need of a previous Injunction, and as 
“ for such an Luyuncbion it is all the same whether this be a Direct or an 
“Implicatory one Though it is quite true that the Direct and the In 
“€ duect (Implicatory) Injunctions differ from each other, on the ground of 
“the former being more proximately related to its objective than the 
“ latter,—yet ıt is only within their own respective spheres that the said 
“ proximity and remoteness differ in their authoritative strength, and they 
“do not make any difference in regard to an Injunction that does not 
“occur in connection with any sacrifice , because, masmuch as it is only 
“through the vessels, ete (1e the Sruva) that such an Injunction betakes 
“itself to the Sacrifice,—it is always remote fromits objective For these 
“ reasons, ıt must be admitted that the Injunction under consideration 
‘pertains to all sacrifices, and that the Implicatory Injunction applies to 
“all other accessories except the Khadra Sruva” 


Sutra (8) Reply It must pertain to the Original 
Primary, because the object of the Implhcatory 
Injunction ıs one complete whole, and because 
the application of the Principal (Direct Injunction, 
to the modification) would be encompatorble 


The only admissible theory, in connection with the present question, 
is that put forward in Sutra (2) As for the objection urged in Sūtra 
(3), that 19 not tenable, because if the İmplicatory Injunction had applied 
to each of the Accessories of the Original Primary,—then alone could 
be possible what is said m that Sutra, as a matter of fact, however, we 
find that ıt applies to all the accessories at one and the same time 

In accordance with the theory that the Implcatory Injunction ap 
plies to the objects, or to the scriptures,—inasmuch as these factors are 
found to differ from one another, ıt might be possible to make a distinction 
among the objects amenable to the Implicatory Injunction In reality 
however, what forms the object of Imphcatory Injunctions is the operation 
1elatiug to the Sacrifice,—as we shall explain ın Adhyaya X And as the 
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sacrificial operation is one impartible whole, it could only be implied all at 
once, and that too, as one complete whole And tinus sacrificial operation, 
for its own accomplishment, takes up, all at once, all the Apirvas relating 
to the Prayaas, these Apürvas, ın thear term, take up the Praydya and the 
rest, and these latter take up their own Injunctive texts (m the shape of 
the Impleatory Injunction) Thus then, the Implicatory Injunction,— 
m the form of ‘Prakrinvad virktih kaitavya’—being one only, it would 
apply or not apply, equally to all accessories, and not to portions of these 
İn the case of the substitution of the Çara for Kuga also, what the Dunect 
Injunction sets aside is the Kuga, whose existence has been already pointed 
out by the Implicatory Injunction,—as we have already shown under the 
Adhtkarana dealing with the comparative authoritative strength of Direct 
Declaration, etc (111—m-—14) 

Thus then, 1f, ın consideration of the Direct Injunction under question, 
the Imphicatory Injunction be set aside from the factor of the Khadua 
Sruva,—then it would cease to apply to the other accessories also, and 
that would lead to the total rejection of all the accessories (of the Pri- 
mary sacrifice) in the Modification And this would not be admissible ot 
desirable, as we have already shown above But if, in consideration of 
the accessories of the Original Primary, the Implicatory Injunction were 
accepted as applying to some of these accessories, then ıt would come to 
apply to the ‘ Khadira Sruva’ also, and thus there would be a distinct “ Re- 
priton, m the case of the Purvapaksa theory (as shown under Sutra 8) 

Then again, we shall have occasions to shaw, later on, that, mas 
much as the Modeftcatıon stands in need of the operations of the Origznal, 
Primery, it often abandons the accessories mentioned in its own context, 
and takes up only that which belongs to that Primary It 1s for this rea 
son that it 1s necessary to admit the priority of the functioning of the Im 
pheatory Injunction to that of the Injunction that does not occur in the 
context ot any sacrifice 

And further, ıt ıs absolutely necessary to seek for an injunction of 
the Sruva, m connection with the Modaficatıons, and the effort that would 
be necessary for getting at the Injunction of the Sruva would be suff- 
cient for that of the “ KAadara wood’ also and so this latter need not neces- 
saiily be taken as forming the object of a Direct Injunction (1n connection 
with the Modifications) 

Nor ıs the connection, with the saciifice of such Injunctions as those 
under consideration, very distinctly perceptible In fact ıt has to be as- 
sume’, through the Sruva, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency But 
one who takes the Injunction under consideration to apply to all sacrifices 
accepts the existence of a certain connection of it with a sacrifice And 
the uselessness of the Injunction being thus set aside (and explained), 
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there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (of the Injunction) that could 
yustafy us in connecting the Injunction with the Modifications While, on 
the other hand, the connection of the Injunction with a sacrifice established 
by the Imphcatory Injunction is based upon a very much stronger au- 
thority 

Those Injunctions (not occurring in the context of any particular 
sacrifice), whose connection with sacrifices is distinctly perceptible, would 
always pertain to all Sacrifices, even though they may not be found in the 
context of any particular Sacrifice, just as we find in the case of such sent- 
ences as—‘ Esa vai P?aşüpatıh saptadaço va?n6 ‘ nvayattah’ 

Thus then ıt must be admitted that the Khadz:a-wood, ete are laid 
down, in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


(The number ‘seventeen’ of the Sdmidhenis pertains to the Modifica- 
tion}. 


[An exception to the foregoing Adhikarana.] 


Sütra (9): i (The number) being contrary (to that of the Ori- 
ginal Primary), öt would apply to the Modification; 
specially on account of the particular Context. 


[Independently of any Sacrificos, we find the number of the Sā- 
midhéns, laid down in the sentence “ Sapfadaça Samidhéniranubrayat’ ; 
and with regard to this there arises the question as to whether this num- 
bor (‘soventeen’) refors to the Original Primary, or to the Modification. ] 

And on this question we have the present Adhikarana, calculated to 
sot aside the idea of Option, created by the following 


: PURVAPAKSHA, 


“In accordance with the foregoing Adhzkarana, the Injunction of 
“c seventeen Sümüdhönis, which does not occur in connection with any 
“ sacrifice, pertains, for this very reason, to the Original Primary Sacrifice ; 
“ while in the Context of that Sacrifice itself we find the number “ fifteen’ 
‘- laid down in connection with the Sadmidhénis; consequently we conclude 
“that the two numbers are optional alternatives, 

“ Question: How can that which is laid down by an Injunction, not 
“occurring in the Context of the Primary sacrifice, and which is weaker 
“in authority, be taken as an optional alternative to that which is parti- 
“ cularly laid down in tho same Context with it, ?” 

“ Answer: The Particular sets aside the General, only in cases where 
“the Particular denotes a distinctly preceptible connection. That is to 
“gay, it is only when the Particular is equally authoritative with the 
“ General, and not when it is based upon a weaker authority, that it sets aside 
“this latter. As a matter of fact, the Samidhénis (i.e. the recitation 
“ of these verses) have no place outside the performance of the sacrifice ; 
“and this makes the chance of both the numbers (‘tifteen’ and ‘seven- 
“teen’) equally possible, in connection with the performance of a sacri- 
“fice. Such being the case, what more than this would the Context 

190 
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“indicate (in regard to the number ‘fifteen’)? For ib is only when two 
‘apparently equally authoritative means of knowledge are found to con- 
e iradıct each other that we are to draw our conclusions in accordance 
“with that one which 1s found, upon due examination, to be possessed of 
“ greater authoritative strength , and it is never possible for the Context 
“to be possessed of an authority higher than that of Syntactical Connec- 
“tion, consequently, while the indications by the Context have yet to be 
“ made, the equally authoritative Syntacticv! Connection will have estab 
“lished the fact of the two numbers being optional alternatives Such 
“being the case, even if a thousand Contexts were to help the Context 
“ın question (in laying down the number ‘fifteen °), we can pay no atten- 
“tion tort And weconclude that the number ‘ seventeen ’ also pertains to 
“the Original Saciifice (and hence the two numbers must be taken as 
optional alternatives) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the followmg reply Even though both the 
numbers are equally related to the Samzdhénis, yet, invsmuch as there is 
a distinct difference in the degiees of their relationship to the Sacrifice,— 
the two cannot be taken as optional alternatives 

(1) The mention of number uot being of any use, in connection with 
the Sdimdhéns only, we must take its relationship to the Sacrifice based 
upon the fact of its helping in the accomplishment of the saciificial 
Apiirva , and this fact of helping ın the accomplishment of the sacrificial 
Apirva cannot be indicated by any other means, save by the Context, 
as we shall show ın Adhydya IX Thus we find that the connection 
of the number ‘fifteen’ ıs much more anthoritative than the Syntactical 
Connection, on account of the former bemg more nearly connected with 
the sacrificial Apūrva 

(2) An Injunction always, in the first instance, prompts the person 
to that crause of action which serves a distinctly useful purpose , andın the 
case ın question, there is no doubt that ‘ fifteen’ 1s more directly and easily 
recoginsed as useful (because of its direct relationship to the sacrificial 
Apiirva) , and hence, there being a difference ın the time of the appear 
ance of the Injunctions relating to the two numbers, they cannot be re- 
garded as equally authoritative 

(3) Then again, the action of man 1s calculated to perform the sacri- 
fice ın such a way as not to leave it deficient in any point, and it is not 
meant to give out perfect Samzdhénis And as for the number “seven- 
teen” appertaiming to a saciifice, we do not find ıt to be pointed ont by 
any of the sıx means of knowledge—Duirect Declaration and the rest 
though we find these pointing to the fact of the number ‘fifteen’ pertain ~ 
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ing to the sacrifice And thus we come to the conclusion that the number 
‘fifteen’ belongs to the Samidhénis as well as to the Dacçapürnamdsa 
sacrifices, as pointed out by Syntactical Connection and Context respec- 
tively, whereas the number ‘ seventeen’ pertams to the Samidhénis only 
as pointed out by the sentence under consideration and with a view to 
set aside the apparent uselessness of this latter number, we could have 
assumed its connection with the sacrifice,—just es in the case of the 
‘ Khadtra Sruva,'—if the sacrifice had stood ın need of such a connection ; 
as a matter of fact however, we find that the sacrifice has 1ts 1equirements 
already supplied by the mention of another number (‘fifteen’), and as 
such ıt does not stand ın need of the connection of any other number 
Thus we find that the Samdhénis have their deficiency suppled by 
means of both the numbers ‘fifteen’ and ‘seventeen’, while the sacrifice 
has its wants fulfilled by the number ‘fifteen’ only We find that 
even if the accessory attendant upon the subordinate factor were to 
modify the character of the Principal also, there would be no incongruity 
ın this, as this would be in keeping with the ‘law of the Kamsyabhoj2’ (ac 
cording to which the observance of the Pupil modifies the conduct of the 
Teachei ), and it 1s all the less ıncongiuous in a case where what 1s dis- 
tinctly perceptible is only the mcongruity of the subordinate factor of the 
Subsidiary 

Thus then we find that the number ‘seventeen’ is precluded from all 
connection with the sacrifice, by the number ‘fifteen,’ which latter is 
strong ın its prior relationship to the sacrifice, and as for the modifica 
tions of that sacrifice, while the namber ‘fifteen’ will be still on its way 
to being connected with them, by the extremely 1ound—about agency of 
the Impleatory Injunction (€ Prakriwaduikrith, etc’),—they would, long 
ere this, become connected with the number ‘seventeen,’ which 1s men- 
tioned in the Direct Injunction , and thus ‘fifteen, bemg thrown aside from 
these modifications, comes to be recognised as pertaining to the Original 
Primary sacrifice only 


-——:. 


In regard to the above differentiation however, we have got to say 
something, and it is this The duectly enjomed ‘seventeen’ has no 
greater authority for pertaınıng to the modifications, as all that the Direct 
Injunction under consideration—which does not occur in the Context of 
any particular sacrifice—shows 1s that the number ‘seventeen’ belongs to 
the Sdmidhénis, and as for the modifications taking the number ‘seven 
teen’, there appears to be no authority whatever In factitis the ‘fifteen i 
that ıs shown to pertam to the modifications also, by the İmphcatory In 
junction And hence just as the connection of ‘fifteen’ with the Onginal 
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Primary, is based upon the superior süthority of the Context, so too would 
its connection with the modifications be,—being applied to these, as it is, 
by means of the Implicatory Injunction 

As a matter of fact, we find that until the Sdmidhénis themselves 
have been shown to be connected with the modifications,—and this can 
only be done by means of the Impheatory Injunction,—the number ‘ seven- 
teen’ could not enter into these, as ıt ıs only through the Samidhénis that 
ıt could enter into the modificatory sacrifices And when the operation 
of the Implicatory Injunction has once been admitted, with reference to 
the connecting of the Sdmidhénis with the modifications, it would, along 
with the Saümıdhenis, take the number ‘fifteen’ also, the usefulness of 
whose connection in a sacrifice has been alıeady recognised in regard to 
the Original Primary, and thus having obtained, along with the Sämd- 
hems, œ prior entrance into the modifications, just as in the Origimal Pri 
mary, ıt would block the way of the ‘ seventeen’ ente1ing into them 

Hence we must conclude that the number: ‘seventeen’ would pertain 
to only such modifications as the Pagu, the Mitravındā, the Adhvarakalpa, 
etc , the connection whereof with that number is distinctly pointed out by 
the Context, and in the case of which, the: efore, the number would set aside 
the connection of the number ‘fifteen,’ which could be mdicated only by 
means of the Implicatory Injunction And it does not enter mto all the 
Modifications, on the sole strength of the fact of its Injunction not occur 
ring ın the context of any particular sacrifice, because in regard to the 
Modifications other than the Pagu, the Mitravinda, etc , its entrance would 
be blocked by the prior entrance of the number ‘fifteen’, as all these 
would be pervaded by this latter number, on the authority of the Implica- 
tory Injunction, and as such they could not take up the ‘seventeen’ 
which is laid down only as belonging to the SG@mdhénis This we shall 
explain ın detail,in Adhyaya X Consequently ve can admit the connec 
tion of ‘seventeen’ with all Modifications to be more authoritative (than 
of ¢ fifteen’) 

The author of the Sutra also has used the words—‘ Vekriam, wmrodhe’ 
which shows that all that he meant was that the ‘seventeen ” did not per 
tain to the Original Primary 

Though as regards the Sadmzdhénis, both the numbers aie equally ap 
plicable, on the ground of Syntactical Connection, yet there 1s this much 
difference that ‘fifteen’ ıs related to the Sacrifice, by Context (while 
‘seventeen’ has no sort of connection with any sacrifice) Hence even 
though Context ıs weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection, yet, 
ınasmuch as the two apply to two distinct subjects (the Context connect- 
ing ‘fifteen’ with the Sacrifice, while Syntactical Connection connects 
‘seventeen’ with the Sdmudhénis), ıt is the former that serves the purpose 
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of pointing out that which 1s to be done in connection with the sacrifice 
It ıs only when both of these apply to the same object that the former 
is weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection As regards the 
‘sacrifice’ however, inasmuch as the Syntactical Connection (as not apply- 
ing to the sacrafice) would not be contrary to the Context, ıt would not 
reject this latter Specially as the difference between the two 1s that the 
number ‘fifteen’ ıs specifically singled out as pertaining to the sacrifice 
And hence, even though Syntactical Connection shows that the two num- 
bers are equally subservient to the Samidheni,—yet as :egards the sacri- 
fice, the case of ‘ fifteen’ 1s different from that of ‘seventeen’, and as 
such, the former would always set aside the latter, because the number 
‘seventeen’ is not found to be spoken as belonging to the sacrifice, either 
directly by means of Direct Declaration, or indirectly, by means of the 
Implicatory Injunction Thus then, we conclude that ‘ fifteen’ is enjomed 
ın connection with the Original Primary, as also with those Vikriis (Modi- 
fications of Sacrifices) with regard to whom we have not the Direct In- 
junction of ‘seventeen ’ 


“x M ON I get o... 


ADHIKARANA (3) 
(The milking of the Cow pertains to the Original Primary Sacrifice 1 


Stra (10) AU that ıs ‘conditional’ finds place wm 
the Original Primary, as et brings about a change 
only on account of the special relateonship (of the 
Original Primary with the condition). 


[(1) We have the sentence—‘ For the Vueçya, seventeen Samidhenis 
should be recited’ (2) In connection with the Darcapitinamasa, we find 
the sentence—‘The water should be brought ın by means of the milking 
vessel, by one who desires Cattle’ (3) And in connection with the Jyotus- 
toma we find the sentence-~‘one who desires Brahmic glory, should have 
the post of the Bilva wood’ And with regard to these there arises the 
question as to whether they find place ın the Original Primary, or in 
the Modifications | 

The Injunction of the number ‘ seventeen,’ as pertamıng to the Samı- 
dhénis recited for the Vaseya, would find a place m the Original Primary 
itself, setting aside the number ‘fifteen’, as for such use of this Injunc- 
tion, we have the same authority of Context, as in the case of the ‘fifteen’, 
and it possesses the superior authority of the mention (and presence) of 
the conditzon that the sacrificer 1s a Vazgya, and as such sets aside the 
origmal details (as to the number being ‘fifteen’) Because until the 
original (miya) number ‘fifteen’ were set aside, the conditional (Naamit- 
teka, due to certain specified conditions) ‘seventeen’ could not obtain a 
footing, as we find this latte: to have been enjoined ın the face of the fact 
of all the number ‘fifteen’ appertaining to all per or mandes of the action 
ın question While on the other hand, masmuch as the ‘seventeen’ has 
been laid down only with regard to that performance which 1s done 
by the Vasgya, the original number ‘fifteen’ has a place in the perform 
ances of the Brahmana and the Ksattiıya, mn which latter we could have 
the number ‘fifteen’ without setting aside the conditionally enjoined 
‘seventeen’ (and hence the Injunction of ‘fifteen’ would not justify 
the rejection of ‘seventeen,’ while that of the latte: could not but lead to 
the rejection of that with regard to ‘fifteen,’ specially ın connection 
with those cases where the action 1s performed by the Vasgya) 

Thus there being a difference ın the potentialities of the two In 
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junctions, the two numbers cannot be regarded as optional alternatives 
Nor could the two be used conjointly, at one and the same time, because 
both serve the same purpose, with regard to the Samdhénis, as at any 
one performance, when these Samidhenis are recited as qualified by one 
number (‘ fifteen’ fe ), they could not, at the same time, be qualified by 
the other number (‘seventeen’) 

Nor can the Origmal (Nitya, pertaimmg to all performances in 
general) number (‘fifteen’) be taken as having the potency of setting 
aside the other, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency (as ıt has its 
place ın the performances not touched by the specified conditions) 

Then again, just as ın the case of one Injunction appeaiing after the 
other, ıt ıs the former that 1s taken as rejected,—so, ın the same manner, 
it is the Nitya (Original) that is always set aside by the Kamya (that 
which is laid down as leading to a particular desirable end) and the 
Nawmetteka (that which is laid down with reference to certain specified 
conditions) And the reasons for this are as follows (1) At the time 
that the Nitya is enjoimed, it has no opposing factor (which it would have 
to set aside to obtain a footmg for itself), while as for the Nasmztiska 
this is always enjoined with reference to something that is already pet 
vaded over by the previously enjoined Netya, and as such it always 
comes mto existence ın opposition to this latter, and when there 18 
this opposition, due to the fact of both the Injunctions referring to the 
same object, ıt is the Netya that ıs always set aside by the other And 
imasmuch as the opposition does not appear simultaneously with te 
gard to both, both cannot be accepted as optional alternatives (2) All 
the No/ya accessories are enjomed with iegard to the pe! formance ın 
general (of the action), whereas the Narmittika 18 enjoined with regard 
to a particular performance, and for this 1eason also, this litter, being the 
more authoritative of the two, always sets aside the former (3) The in 
junction of the Nitya accessories is always prompted by (due to) th 
remote Apūrva of the Principal Action, and the highest authority fo 
that (Apürva) has been found to he ım the indications of Context, where 
as for the Kamya and Naumittika accessories, we have the prompting cause 
mentioned ın the same sentence, and as such being more quickly pi ompted 
(by the quick functioning authority of Syntactecal Connection), these 
latter always set aside the former 

Then again, as between the Kamya and the Narmittika, 1t 18 the for 
met that 13 possessed of greate: authority, and as such sets aside the lat 
ter, (1) because the former is more nearly related to the end desired by 
man, while the latter has its result remote from itself, and (2) because 
the former 1s much quicker ın ıts functioning than the latter, because 
as regaids an action cognised as bringing about an end desired by man, 
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the man ıs quickly prompted to its performance by Direct Declaration 
itself, whereas in regard to the Nasmtivka, masmuch as the result ıs 
found to be remote, the prompting of the man takes some time 

Thus then, though ıt was the Nazıməftola that was spoken of in the 
Sütra, yet the Bhdsya has dealt with the Kadmya only, and the reason 
for this 1s that both the Nazmeffoka and the Kömgya are equally contrary 
to the Netya, while there 1s no contradiction between the Nawmetirka and 
the Kamya 

As iegards the question of the present Ad/zkarana, the foregomg 
Adhaka ana indicates the following— 


PURVAPAKSA 


“In the case ın question, there is one point of difference between the 
“Natya and the Kāmya, vız the ‘Cup’ and the “ Khadwa wood’ are 
“laid down (by the sentence “ camasöna apüh panayét, and ‘ Khadmo yi po 
“ bhavatı) respectively), as for the sake of the Sacrifice, as for the Kamya 
“ accessories of the ‘ me/king vessel’ and the ‘ Bilva wood,’ these, as Kamya, 
“are laid down (by the sentences “ godohéna pacukamasya pranaysi”) and 
“< Balvo yüpö brahmavarcasakümasya) respectively) for the sake of the 
“Man, [And as such the former would be more authoritative than the 
“latter | 

“Then, ıt might be mged that, ‘through a desire for the desirable 
“result, the Kämya would always set aside the Nitya’ 

“But such a course would lead to the same disastrous results as in 
“ the case of the fool who fell upon the beehive, being led to it by a sight 
“ of the Honey (and not noticing the bees) Because a rejection of the 
“sacrificial accessory would certainly cause a discrepancy in the due ful- 
“ filment of the result of the sacrifice, nor could any desirable result be 
“obtained from the Nawmettika or Kamya accessory either, as this would 
“rest in a sacrifice which has been bereft of its own natural (Nitya) 
“ accessory , because as a substitute for the Kümya or Narmıttıka acces- 
“sory, 161s always necessary to have a saciitce which 1s exactly lıke the 
“Original Sacrifice in question, and this Original Sacrifice is always re 
“cognised as the Nitya with connected accessories of the “ Khadzra-wood,’ 
“ ete , etc 

“ And tnus we find, that, masmuch as it 18 only the Modification (of 
“that sacrifice) that 1s not already pervaded over by those Nitya acces- 
“sories, the Kāmya ones must be regarded as havmg a place m this 
“Modification only ” 

“ As for the sacrifice, it is found to be more intimately related to the 
“ Context, and to that which ıs laid down foi its own sake , and for this 
“reason, 1t always takes up that which is for its own sake ie, the Nitya 
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“ accessories), and never the Kāmya ones, because, inasmuch as all that 
“the Context seeks 1s the details of the procedure, 1t does not take in 
“that which 1s connected (with the result, re the Kömga) [vide Sutra 
€ TTI—in—11], and as such that which is indicated by the Context (16 
“the Nitya accessory) is possessed of authority superior to that of one 
“which is connected with the Result (ie the Kamya), specially as tha 
“Context is found capable of pointing to the employmont of the Kamye 
* accessory 

“ Lastly, it 18 not possibic for the Kamya to obtain a substrate that 
‘wonld be for the sake of the Sacrifice (and not for that of Man only), 
“as such a substrate is already pervaded over by ils own (Nitya) acces 
** g011¢8 

“Thus then the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana 
‘must be regarded as applying to the Narmitirkä accessories also [thit 
“as to say, these, as well as the Kamya, accessories should be regaided as 
“having a place in the Modifications, and not im the Orginal Primary 
“ Saciifice 1” 

SIDDTANTA 


To the above we make the following reply The Nawuittika (Condi 
tional) always portains bo the Oxiginal Primary, setting aside the Natya 
—reasons for which we have alroidy been shown before (Text Page 
1079) The only ground for the Nasmiléuka not setting aside the Nitya 
18 non connection (as lig been shown to be the case with the Injunction not 
appearing in the Context of any action) In the case in question however, 
we find a distinct connection of a performance qualified by a particular 
performer (the Vazgya\,-~a performance which, being calculated to ac 
complish a desirable end of Man, is not capable of betaking itself to any 
other snbstrate The superior authority of the Nawmatika bemg thus 
established, ıb must be admitted that ib pertains to the Original Primary 
Sacrifice 

Objection “It is not proper to assert the icjection of that which 18 
“ fo. the sake of the Bacrifice (the Nutya) by that which is for the sake of 
“Man (1e the Kamya), when these two do not pertain to the same object , 
“ because when chey pertain to two different objects, there can be no oppo- 
“sition between them Consequently we admit that in all cases, apart 
“from those that are for the sake of Man, the fetchung of water is to be 
“done by means of the Cup, as the A pürva of that sacrifice can be accon- 
“plished by that means alone And just as the Cup, which helps the 
“sacrifice, does not accomplish such desirable results as Cattle and the 
 like,—so, in the samo mannar, the Milking Vessel, which helps in the 
“accomplishment of a different pu: pose (in the shape of some end desir- 
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“able by man), can never help m the fulfilment of the sacrifice Nor 
“can the Milking Vessel be vaken as serving both the purposes (of help- 
“ing the fulfilment of the Sacrifice, as well as the accomplishment of the 
“purpose desired by Man), as that would involve a syntactical spht 
“ Nor ıs there any Injunction syntactically connecting the Result and the 
“ Fetching (whereby the syntactical split could be avoided) , because the 
“syntactical construction of the sentence would be totally different ın the 
“case of its beng an Injunction of the Fetching with reference to the 
€ Result, from what ıt would be ın the case of its being an Injunction of 
“the Result with reference to the Fetching , and hence the sentence could 
“not be taken as enyomıng both sımulteneously (without involving 4 
‘syntactical spt) Specially as the connection of two remote factors is 
“not admissible, unless that of the proximate ones 1s found quite impos 
‘sible, and hence (of the Fetching) there could not be at one and the same 
“tıme, possibilty as well as impossibility For these reasons it must be 
“admitted that, masmuch as in the senterce ‘gadohéna paçukümasya 
“ oranayét, the Injunction is found to be taken up by the word ‘Kama’ 
“ (desiring), the sentence cannot serve as an Injunction of the Milking 
“Vessel with reference to the Fetchmg, and hence not bemg enjoined, 
“and is such not having the character of the sacrificial accessory, 1b can 
“not set aside the use of the Cup which is a sacitficial iccessory And 
“thus being not set aside, It would be absolutely necessary to employ the 
“Cup in connection with the Sacrifice, and when the purpose of the 
‘Sacrifice has been served by one accessory (1e the Cup), there can be 
“no room for any other (in the shape of the Milking Vessel) Conse 
“quently in view of tlie accessory (Milking Vessel) that 1s laid down with 
“reference to a particular desirable end, it would be necessary to repent 
“the ction of Fetching (as the Fetching by means of the Cup would also 
“have to be done) Just as ın the case of the Vessel dedicated to Indra 
“Vayu, inasmuch as the connection of Mitavarunna and other deities with 
“that Vessel is not possible, the Injunction (‘ Matirdvarunan grhnatı, etc), 
“1s taken as laying down further repetitions of the Vessel,—so, in the 
“same we would have the repetition of Fetching, with a view to the pat 
‘ticular Result desired by Man This would have the further advantage 
“ of causing no discrepancy, either m the Sacrifice, o1 in the Result desired 
“by the Agent Nor do we find the purpose of actions served by them, 
“when they abandon then own accessories, and are accomplished by the 
“help of extraneous accessories ,— specially when that purpose is not in 
“dicated by the Injunction of those Actions ” 

To the above we make the following reply That Accesso y,—which 
being laid down with reference to a particular desirable result, is not 
taken up by that which helps in the accomplishment of the Sacnfice, — 
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betakes itself, for the accomplishment of its own purpose, to that action 
which does help in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice Because an Acces- 
sory, wholly devoid of functioning, could neve: fulfil any desirable :esult, 
as when devoid of functioning, it can have no İnstrumentalıty towards the 
fulfilment of that result, consequently ıt ıs absolutely necessary for ıt to 
have taken up % certain Action (or functioning) which is authorised by 
the Scriptures, and in the case ın question, we find that the Accessory 
is supplied with such an action, in the shape of the Fetching But then, 
we find that ın regard to this action of Fetching, there isalready an en 
jomed. accessory ın the shape of the Cup, and inasmuch as this cannot 
be set aside, there can be no Injunction of the Milking Vessel, ete We 
find that the Cup has been laid down without any view to the rejection 
of the Milkung Vessel, but of this latter, we do not find any Injunction, 
without the rejection of the Cup The action of Fetching too 1s 
taken up by the Accessory peitaiing to the desirable iesult, and hence 
ıb could not keep up its own Ouiginal Accessory, which is remote from 
the desirable Result Then again the non acceptance of the original 
(Natya) accessory would constitute an excellence, while its acceptance 
would be a defect, just as in the case of the connection of what 1s dis- 
tanctly prohibited 

Even though the Accessory (Milking Vessel), laid down with a view 
to a desirable result, serves quite a distinct purpose (from what is selved 
by the Nitya Accessory), yet, on account of the intermediate action (Fetch 
any) bemg the same, it is capable of establishing the falsity of (1e 1eject- 
mg) the idea of the other accessory (1e the Cup) Because the Kamya 
accessory (Milking Vessel) also brings about the accomplishment of the 
Sacrifice, though indirectly (1e is the means of accomplishing the result 
for which the Accessory 18 laid down), andın that case, the Sacrifice, hav 
ing its purpose sen ved by that, does not take up its original (Nitya) Ace 
cessory (Cup), as all things take up their Accessories only for the 
sake of certain purposes served by them, and hence when that purpose has 
been served by an Accessory, which, ın reality, had been meant for another 
purpose (the binging about, through the Sacrifice, of a certain desirable 
result),—what would be the use of taking up the original Accessory at all? 
Thus then, ın the case ın question, the Fetching of water, that ıs done for 
the purpose of the Kneading, etc, of the sacnficial material, having been 
accomplished by means of the Kamya Accessory (the Milking Vessel) , 
would not lead to the bringing ın of its original Accessory (the Cup), 
and hence the Cup cannot be regarded as an Accessory of that perform- 
ance of the Fetching of wate: (which is done with a view to the obtaining 
of Cattle), and under the circumstance, the non employment of the Cup 
could not cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice 
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Thus, then, there could not be a repetition of the Fetching (for the 
sake of the employment of the Cup), even for the sake of the Sacrıfice 
itself, as any such repetition would be absolutely useless, and hence in 
one performance, at least, of the Sacrifice, there would bea rejection of the 
Nitya accessory Because it is only when the Fetching is actually accom 
plished that ıt serves as the substrate of the (use of the) Milking Vessel 
Consequently, in course of that performance of the Sacrifice which 1s done 
with a view to the obtaining of Cattle, the Fetching, —havıng been accom 
plished by means of the Milking J esse’, which has laid down for it a pm 
pose other than the mere accomphshment of the Sacrifice,—could not 
take up the Cup Because in all cases, the accessories “ie taken up for 
the accomplishment of certain actions and not for the bringing in of 
the mere presence of the accessories themselves And in the Twelfth 
Adhyaya, we shall show that the Animal, the Cake and the other offering 
materials, when accomplished by means of other accessories, do not take 
up their own specific ones, and this abandoning of the accessoriés does not 
cause any discrepancy (either in the materials or in the Sacrifice) , in the 
same manner, the abandoning of the Cup would cause no discrepancy in 
the case in question Because, even though a certain accessory be such 
as belongs originally to the Action itself, yet, 1f 1t happens to be aban- 
doned by the Injunction (of the actual performance), it ceases, for that 
occasion, to be an accessory of that action, and certainly there can be no 
discrepancy in the abandoning of that which is not an accessory, in fact 
ıb ıs its employment that would cause a discrepancy Nor could there 
be a repetition of the principal fictor, the Acton of Fetching, for the sake 
of the secondary factor, the accessory, in the shape of the Cup, nor 1s 
the Cup an absolutely mevitable accessory of the Fetching, and we 
actually find that ın the case of the Fetching having been done by the Oup, 
there arises no question as to the necessity of doing it by the Milking 
Vessel also, and under the ci.cumstances, we see no reason why, when the 
Fetching has been done by means of the Milking Vessel, there should be 
any question of having to do it over again, merely for the sake of employ 
ing the Cup 

Q.vestton “How is it that the myunction of the Milking Vessel is 
possessed of an authority superior to that of the Cup?” 

Answer (1) Because the Malkiny Vessel has been laid down as a 
specialcase , (2) and henceits Injun: tion would become absolutely useless, 
rf evenin that particular case, we were to employ the Cup only , and (3) 
because it 18 enjoined in proximity to a 1esult desued by man, therefore 
it sets side the use of the Cup 

That ıs to say, (1) and (2) the Injunction ot the employment of the 
Cup is a general one, indicating the possibility of its employment im all 
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performances (of the Fetching of water), while that of the Milking Ves- 
sel 18 a paiticular one (laymg it down as to be employed under certain 
conditions) , and hence it 1s possible for the former to have a place with- 
out necessarily setting aside the latter (1e in those performances where 
the specified conditions are absent) ‘This however ıs not possible for 
the Milking Vessel, which can find no place without setting aside the Cup 
(as this latter is connected with all performances) (3) The Cup 1s very 
much faither removed from the result desired by Man, than the Milking 
Vessel (whose use is direc tly connected with the acquning of Cattle), and 
it 18 a well known fact that all Scripture tends towards the fulfilment 
of some end desired by Man 

As for the difference betwecn the two (the Cup and the Milking Ves- 
sel), consisting in the fact of one serving the sacrifice, which the other 
does not, — that has got nothing to do with the case ın question , as we shall 
show under Söba, “ Arthasyauvekrtatvat’, nor 1s there much use in such 
specialisations as, that ‘a generic accessory helping in the sacrifice can 
be set aside by a partıculaı one only when this latter also is such as helps 
in the sacrifice’ And thus, on account of proximity, the two (the Fetching 
and the Milking Vessel) must be regarded as affecting each other’s potency 
and thereby restiicting the utility or applicability of each other For 
instance, the Fetching which has obtamed its existence in another per- 
formance, loses its potency of bringing im its original accessory (the 
Cup), while the Milking Vessel also loses the potency of prompting any 
other Fetching 

And thus, it is only m such performances of the Fetching, as are not 
related to a ‘desire fo: Cattle, that the employment of the Cup could 
be accepted as authorised by the Scripture , and hence it must be admitted 
that the “ Milking Vessel’ (which is laid down as to be used in perform 
ances connected with that deszre) 1s a ‘ modification’ of the Cup 

That ın the Modificatory Sacitfices the Cup alone could be employed 
will be explained ın Adhydya VIII under the Sutra VIII—1—24 Hence 
we conclude that the Modification (of the Cup, mn the shape of the Milking 
Vessel) 18 employed at the Original Primary only 


ADHIKARANA (4) 
(The Adhana is not subsidiary to the Pavamdnésta | 


Stitrva (11) “The laying of fire əs for the sake of the 
Tst, “because of the Context ”’ 


In course of the treatment of such Injunctions as do not occur in the 
Context of any Sacrifice, the Author first of all proceeds to show that the 
Laying of Fue is enjomed without reference to any particulir Sacri- 
fice 

The fact of the Injunction of the Laying of Fue (‘Vasanté Agmanüda- 
dh?ta”) occurring in the Context of the Paramanést (which is laid down 
ın the sentence ‘ Agnayé pavamönayüstüka pilannzivapét, ete ) mdicates 
that the sud Laying belongs to that Isti, while from Direct Declaration 
it appears to pettain to the Sacrificial Fire purely by itself (and not as 
connected with any particular Sacrifice), hence there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the Layıng of Fire belongs to the Pavamanést: in 
particular 


And on this question, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSA 


“ İn accordance with the Sūtra I111—ıv—15, the Laying being a pul 
“fication of Agni, for the purposes of the Iste, we conclude, through 
“ Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connect‘on, and Context,—all of which 
“are quite compatible with one another,—that the Layng ıs of that Fire 
“which is connected with the Iste [This view is not incompatible with 
“ Direct Declaration, as all that this declares 1s that the Layzng 1s of the 
“ Fore, and this is not infringed in the case of the Layzng being done for 
“the Fire of the Ish ) The Layıng of the fire by itself (without refer 
“ence to any Sacrifice) would be absolutely useless, and ıt is this 
“ fact of its belonging to the Fire, that makes it cipable of being taken 
€ for the Fire ın connection with the Ist, and hence we must admit 
“ that the general statement (contamed ın the sentence “ Agninadddhita’) 
“refers to the Isti, and then too, the Context distinctly shows that it 
“ pertains to the Pavamdnést’ 
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SIDDHANTA 


Sétrau (12) not so, as vt ıs the Ishtis that are for the 
sake of the Layıng of Fire 


If the Layıng were meant to be an mdirect aid to a Sacrifice, then, 
through Context, it could have been taken as being for the sake of the 
İstə Through Syntactical Connection, however, we find that the Accusa 
tive ending (in ‘ Agnin ddadhita’) clearly shows that the Laying 1s meant 
to be a purification of Agni Under the mreumstances, if the Agnz were 
solely for the sake of the Pavamdnöst then, ın that case, through the 
Agni, the Laying also would be for the sake of that But we have already 
shown that not bringing about any definite results, the Isfzs themselves 
are fo. the sake of (subservient to) the Agni, and hence, in accordance 
with the Sutia V1—iv—l1, the Laying and the Ist: could not bear the 
relation of subserviency to each other (as both are accessories of Agnz) 
Nor have we any reasons fo: making the Context set aside the denotation 
of the Accusative ending 


Siutre 43) Also because we find indications to the 
effect 
The sentence ‘ Ténawam punarnavannavaum karoti’ (where ‘ tena’ re- 


fers to the Layıng) shows that the Laying 1s meant tö be the purification 
of Agni 


ADHIKARANA (5) 
(The Laying 1s tor the sake of all Sacrifices ) 


Sūtra (14) Zt w for the sake of the Original Pri- 
“mary sacrifice, just as are all injunctions not 
“occurring un the Context of any particular sac- 
Ei vəftce ? 


The question being as to whether the sad Layınq of Fire is for the 
sake of the Origmal Piimarv Sacrifice, or for that of all Sac:ifices,—we 
have, upon this, the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“It having been established that the Injunction of the Layzng does 
“€ not occur in the Context of any particular Sacrifice, ıt must be admitted 
“that, like the imjunction of the Khadira Sruva, the Laying 1s for the 
“ sake of the Original Primary Sacrifice, entering into this latter, thiough 
“the Agni” 
SIDDHANTA 


Stra (15) Tt 28 for the sake of all sacrifices , because 
the Laying has ets own specific teme (distinctly sub- 
joined) [Or, because the Laying ıs laid down nde- 
pendently by riself | 


The sense of the Sūtra appears to be as follows — If the Lang were 
done at the time of the Original Primary Sacrifice, then 1t could be taken 
as being for the sake of this latter, as a matte: of fact, however, we find 
that the Laymg is done at a time that ıs laid down for itself,—such time 
being the Vasanta, ete (laid down mn the sentence “ Brühmano vasante 
Agninidadhita, etc’) , and thus not bemg connected with any particular 
sacrifice, we must conclude that the Layzng 1s for the sake of all Sacr- 
fices (the Original Primary as well as the Secondary Modifications) 
Specially as the fact of the performance of the Layıng being common to 
all sacrifices will be fnlly established, unde: Sätra XI—m—2 If 1t 
were for the sake of the Orginal Primary alone, then its performance 
would belong only to the Darga Pürnamasa, and in that case inasmuch 
as its performance would depend upon that of this Principal Saciifice, it 
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would from ıts very nature come to be performed in its own time in the 
Vasanta, as well as on the Amamğvyü and the Pu namdsı days Andin 
that case, such declarations, as ‘Vasante a@dadhita,’ ‘ Darça- Pürnumüsya- 
yoradadhita,’ would become absolutely useless For these reasons, it 
must be admitted that the Laying 1s for the sake of all Suciifices 

This position however could not be maintained, because we have 
no authority for connecting the Laying either with the Originil Primary, 
or with the S.condary Modifications We have found that, ot withstand- 
ing the indications of the Context, the Laying was not admitted to be for 
the sake of the Pavamanést:, and then, how could we take ıt to be for 
the sake of any other Sacrifice, when we hive none of the six means of 
knowledge —Dnect Declaration and the rest, —pointing to that fact ? 

Objectzon “In that case, the present Adiikarana will have been in 
“cluded in the last (and as such there would be no need of treating of it 
“ separately) ” 

Reply True, ıt would certainly have been included ın 1t, if the Daica 
Piirnamasa also were as devoid of results as the Pavamānēstı As a 
matter of fact, however, the Darga Pürnamüsa are found to lead to dis 
tinct results, and as such not being a subsidiary action, ib could not be 
subject to the law of the Sūtra VI—1v—13, and hence it is quite possible 
for the Laytug to be taken as being, through Agm, for the sake of this 
Sacrifice The Laying being devoid of any results of its own, it becomes 
necessary to find out some use for its performance, and just as in the 
case of the “ Khddsra Sruva,’ so in this also, the Layong would come to be 
recognised as being, through Agn, for the sake of the Sacrifice Specially 
as the fires, appearmg in the couse of performances, are quite capable 
of accomplishing the Sacrifices We have found that the washing of the 
Vrīh corn ıs not for the sake of the mere form of ıt,—and so also the 
mention of ‘ Khddira’ 18 not for the sake of the mere form of it, —and that 
both of these are meant to be the means to the accomplishment of the 
Apirva (Transcendental Result) of Sacrifices, and exactly in the same 
manner, the Layıng of Fire would be not for the sake of the mere form of 
Agn, but for the binging about of the Sacrificial Apiiz1a If the Laying 
were merely meant to be the means of bringing abont the form of the 
Fire, then, in that case, the Sacrafce would come to be performed even by 
those who may not have laid the Sacrificral Fire (performed Agnyadhana) 
As a matte: of fact however what the Man requires is the Sacrafices to be 
complete in all its details, and not the mere Fire , and hence the connection 
of some Sacrifice being absolutely necessary, ib must be admrtted that the 
Laying 1s for the sake of the Original Primary, in orden to avoid a useless 
repetition, as shown under Sutra I1[—~—vi—2 

As for the znjunctson of a distinct time for the Layzng,—that could be 
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taken as pertaining to the common character of the performance just 
like the Oulteg of the Sacrificial post lud down by Direct and Indirect 
Injunctions , and hence that could not justify our taking the Luyzng to be 
tor. the sake of all Sacs2fices Then, as for the mem+.un of ‘ Vasanta, etc, 
(as the time fo) Laymg), that could Le taken as serving the purpose of 
pomting out a time that has not been mentioned elsewhere For cert unly 
the Layzng of Fire that would be done in connection with the Darga Par 
namdisa could not always be performed in the Vasanta, as that Laying 
has got to be performed every fortnight (on every Améavdsya ind Par 
naumist) But this time of the Darga Pövnamdsa would not apply to 
that Laying which is done mn connection with the Das wi-Homa, apart from 
the Aqnihotra And for these reasons the common character of the Lay 
wg could not be cognised without the declaration of its own time (Vasan 
(a), and hence this declan atıon is not found to be useless (which would 
cause an Apparent Inconsistency that could justify our accepting the 
fact of the Laying being for the sake of all Sacrifices ) 

In view of these reasons, we explumn the Sita as follows —The 
Laying 15 not subsidiary to any Sacrifice, it 18 for the sahe of the Agm 
only, as is distinctly shown by the Accusative ending m)“ Agnin’ And 
inasmuch as the Agm is 1elated to all Sacrifices,—as shown under Sutra 
111—vn—99,—ve speak of the Laying also as being, thiough the Agni 
for the sake of all Sacrifices 

The clause ‘ Svakdlatv@t’ (in the S#ira) is to be taken in the sense 
of “ Soritantı yamnindt,—1ie because the Laying 18 lard doun independently 
by siself 

Tt has been argued that, “ from the Analogy of other Injunctions that 
do not occur ın the Context of any particular Saciifice, we must infer the 
fact of the Injunction of the Laying also to pertain to all Sacrifices ” 
But to that we offer the following reply In the case of those other In 
junctions, we took up the question of ihe actions to which they pertained, 
after ıt had been taken foi granted that they weie subsidiary to some 
such Saciifce In the case in question however, you have no authonty 
for taking the Laying to be subsidiary to any Sacrifice That is to say, 
as for the ‘ KAdduay etc, though they are connected with the Quia, etc, 
yet they are not 1ecogmsed as to have been laid down merely for the sake 
of the form of the Sruza, etc: becanse the use of the word “ Sruva,’ which 
19 expressive Of the Class, would be quite possible, even without the ‘ Kha 
diva’ (inasmuch as the 8? wra could be made of other woods also) As for 
the Khadira, that also, on being connected with the puticular shape (of 
the S) va), comes to be spoken of as ‘Sruva’ And before the Suva has 
been recognised as being Accessory to a Sacrifice, there is no necessity of 
restiicting the Class Sava’ (to that which is mide of the Khadira wood 
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only), and hence it ıs only rıght that we should pass beyond the making 
of the mere shape of the Sruva In the case in question, on the other 
hand, we find that the use of such words as ‘ Ahavaniya’ and the lke: 
depend, for their denotation, upon the due performance of the sanctifica- 
tory rite of the Layıng, and as such, they are not applied to the Fire, 
until that iıte has been duly performed, and hence the Laysng comes 
to be recognised as having its use in the supplying of the basis for the 
denotation of the said words (‘ Ahavanıya,” etc ) 

Then, ıt has beeu argued that,—‘‘ even without the Laying of fire, 
there would be no discrepancy in the Sacrifices”? But the discrepancy 18 
due, not to the absence of the Laying itself, but to the non accomplish 
ment (without the Laying) of the Ahavaniya Fue (which is a necessary 
factor ın all Sacrifices) If all the effect of the neglecting of Layzng con 
sisted merely in the non-fulfilment of the Laying alone, then, there would 
be no discrepancy im the Sacrifice (by such neglect) As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that without a due performance of the Layzng, no Ahava 
miya and other sanctified Fires are possible, and there can be no doubt as 
to these Fires being very necessary Accessories of Sacrifices , and as such, 
the non accomplishment of these would surely cause a discrepancy in 
these Then again, 1f the Sactifices were connected with the Fire alone: 
(without any sanctifications) then, inasmuch as the mere form of the Fire 
would be accomplished even without the Laying, this Lay:ng could not be 
accepted as due to (necessitated by) the performance of the Sacrifice 
But, as a matter of fact, we find that such Injunctions, as ‘ yad@havaniyé 
gühot2” and the like cannot be duly carried out, without the performance 
of the Layıng And hence ıt must be admitted that one who would per 
form the Sacrifices must perform the Laywg also 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Layeng is for the sake of the 
Fire 

As for the Sutra ‘ Dravyasyükaı makülanı patieh” (X1—ın—2), which 
might be quoted against the present Siddhdnta, we shall explam, under 
that Sätra, that rt puts forward a theory only by way of admitting for the 
sake of argument 

The above reasonings also tend to show that the Pavamdnéstss also 
are for the sake of (the due preparation of) the Fire The further ques 
tions, ın connection with the relationship between the Pavamdnést: and 
the Layıng, we shall deal with m the following Adhikarana 
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ADHIKARANA (6) 
[he Pavamdnéstzs should be performed in the unconsecrated Fire) 


Stra (16) “The Fore for Pavamanéstes should be 
obtained from the Original Primary, gust lke 
the Prayajas ” 


Lhe question that we proceed to deal with is, that as to whether, 
or not, the Paramdnestis are performed by means of the Fire consecrated 
by the Pacamüna offerings, in rccordance with the Satra ‘tasyantu syüt 
prayüşavat” (X—ı—6) 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“In accordance with the declaration—Istisu Darga Piiinama&sayoh 
“mravrtteh,’ we are led to the corclusion that the Darca Pörnamüsa 
“ sacrifices, form the Original Primary of the Pasamänēstıs, nnd hence 
“ust as the Prayajas enter into these latter, on the authority of the 
“ Tmplicatory Injunction (‘ Prakrtwadvekrizh’ ),—so, in the same manner, 
“ the fact of then being performed im the Fire consecrated by the Pasam?na 
“offerings would also enter into them, by reason of the same authority 

€ Objection “The Aharaniya and other Fires become recognised as 
“ occasions for all sacrifices, by means of Dn ecb Declaration , and as such 
‘Cit ig not right to assert that they are obtained (for the Pavamāna Istis) 
“from the original Primary ’ 

€ Repl, This does not affect the case , as itis only in cases where 
“the ‘Homa’ 1s directly mentioned, that the 1eletionship of the Homa 
“would be recognised as the same as that with the Originl Primary 
“In cases, however, where it is the mere ‘Sacrifice’ that is assumed 
“ from the relationship of the material and the Deity,— while the ‘ Homa’ 
“s obtamed from the original Primary, through the sentence “ Catura 
“ pattum, uhoti, —inasmuch as the means (ın the shape of the Homa) 
“would be obtamed from the Orginal Primary, the Ahavaniya Fire also 
“€ shoula be obtamed from the same source —and it is only right to assert 
€ that it ıs obtarned from the Original Primary 

€ Objection ‘'Lhose Putamüna Istrs that are performed for the 
“sake of mere purzfication, would stand in need of othe: such Isfas for 
“ their purification , and those of others, and so on and on ad infinitum’ 
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€ Reply This objection does not affect our position , in all cases of 
“ such regressus ad infinitum, we can proceed only so far as is justified by 
“due authority , and hence the Ist:s would go on bheing performed only 
“so long as the time would permit, without trespassıng on the prescribed 
“ tıme, such as the Amfvdsya, the Püraamds?, and the like ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (17) Not so, because the Pavamana Istis ame 
performed for the sake of (the consecration of) the Fire 


İt ıs only the accessories of the Original Primary, such as the 
Prayüpa and the like, that arc trinsferred by Implicatory Injunction 
The Pavamdüna Istes however, are not the accessories of saciifices, as we 
have just shown ın the Ad/skarana on the ‘laying of Fire’ Hence 
what is transferred by İmplicetory Injunction, iş the meie form of the 
Ahavaniya and other Fires, and not the [si2s,—as shown under the Siira, 
‘ Rüpam vā agésabhitateat’ (VIL—iu—29) 

As for the Arambhantya Ist: however, it is the accessory of a sacri- 
fice, and hence to the question of this Ist. we shall devote anothe1 
Adhakarana , and the law airived at in connection with that Ist, would 
apply to the present case also Even if the Pavamina Isis were 
accessories of the Darga Pürnamüsa, —until they are actually enjoined, 
they are not seen ın connection with the Orizinal Primary, and until the 
Bhavana is fully supplied with its three constituent factors—of the object, 
the Instrument and the Procedure,—the Injunction would not be operative 
Hence the Original Primary bemg without the Pavamana İstis, the 
procedure that these latter could take up would be only that which is 
laid down by sentences other than that enjoining the Original Primary 
Otherwise, mn one and the sime sentence we would have the thing referred to 
as already enjoined, and also as enjomed as if not already enjoined , and this 
would mvolve a self contradiction in the very form of the thing Hence 
ıb must be admitted that the Ahavanzya aud other Sacrifiaal Fires 
necessary for the Pavamana Istis, are exactly the same as those that 
existed before those Istis, and hence it is only when the Sacrificial Fue 
has been duly accomplished, and stands in need of some purpose to 
serve, that we could take ıt as an accessory pointed out either by Direct 
Injunction or by indirect Implicatory Injunction As a matter of fact, 
however the Isfs serve the purpose of accomplishing the said Sacrificial 
Fires , and as such could not stand in need of any help from these latte: , 
and that which 1s not wanted could not be laid down, either directly, or 
by Implication 

For these reasons we conclude that the Ists are to be performed in 
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connection with the Fire which has undergone the simple consecratm y 
rite of the Laying (without bemg subjected to the further purificatory 
rite of the Pavamdana Istis themselves) 


ADHIKARANA (7) 


[The Upakarana (Killing) and other accessory details belong to the 
Agnisomiya animal only | 


Sutra (18) “ The Injunction with : egard to the Pacu- 
“€ Sac? əfice would have pertained equally to all ani- 
“mals, uf they had all been mentioned ın the same 
““ Context ”” 


We now proceed to consider the contradiction and non-contradic 
tion of Posztzon (or Order) by Context, as well as by the former three 
(Direct Declaration, Indicative Force, and Syntactical Connection) 

In connection with the Agnistoma Terminus (Samstha@), of the Jyotes 
toma S aerifice, there are laid down three Animal-Snrerifices, of the 
Agnisomiya, the Savuniya and the Anubandhya animals All these am 
mals stand ın need of certain accessory detuls, ın connection with the 
procedure to be adopted m those Sacrifices We find that there are cer 
tain details, —such as Killang, etc ,—laid down as to be performed on the 
Aupavasathya Day (the day previous to the actual performance of the 
Sacrifice), after the Agnisomzya animal has been brought ın 

With regard to these accessory details, there arises a four-fold doubt 
(1) Are the details laid down fox all the three animals, (2) or, for the 
Savaniya, only, (3) or, for the Savanzya, and the Agnisomiya, (4) or, 
for the Agn:somiya, only ” 

And with a view to the relevancy of the Süfras ‘ Sthanacca pülvasya” 
and the rest, the Author propounds the Pirvapuksa that “ they are laid 
down for all the three animals ”’ 

But if this theory were put forvard by the Sūira, then the next 
Sütra would be wholly irrelevant, as the ‘ previous,’ ‘Pūrva, being included 
in the ‘all,’ what would be the use of this second Sūtra, when the present 
Sūtra will already have pointed out the appheability of the Details to al? 
the three animals ?—specially as the applıcabıhty of these to the ‘ Pievi 
ous’ animal also would be due to the non differentiation of the Context 
Then again, how could we connect the whole thing with the preclusion (con 
tained ın Sütra, 20) of the fact of the Details belonging to the Savaniya 
only, which has not been declared by the mention of the absence of Con 
text ?—and this Siddhanta Sütra, bemg found to be irrelevant, would make 
all the subsequent accessory Süf as nielevant also 
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Or, ıt might be possible for us to take what is put forward ın the 
present Sūtra as the first Pürvapaksa, and as the second Pérvaptksa, 
we would have the theory that the details belong to the Savaniya only 
(which has not been put forvard in any Sūtra) , and then we would hare 
the Səddhünta put forth in Sii‘ra (20) But this procedure has not been 
adopted by the Bhāsya, which has recourse to the much simpler method 
of putting forward the first of the aforesaid alternatives (1e the details 
belong to all the three animals),—but, as not contained in the present 
Sutra Inasmuch as the assumption, for the sake of the relevancy of the 
subsequent Sutras, of an extraneous Pirvapaksa, ın between the two 
Pürvapaksas put forward in the Silvas, would throw the charge of 
negligence (or absent mindedness) on the author of the Sitras,—we take 
the assumed extraneous Pūrvapaksa, m the very begmning of the Adh- 
karuna And in support of this Parvapaksa we have the following argu- 
ments, which we put forward as— 


PURVAPAKSA (A) 


“The accessory details in connection with Animals, that are laid 
“down in the Jyotistoma-Context, ara not found to be related to any 
“particular animal Because, though, through Syntactical Connection, it 
“is the Agnisomuya animal that is recognised as to be dealt with ın the 
“same place as the accessory details in question,—yet at the place of the 
“actual appearance of these, the Context of the Animal woulé be m 
“proximity to the Purchase 

“That ıs to say, in connection with the In:tiatory Sacrifices we find 
“the Agnisomiya animal laid down, ın proximity to the Purchase of 
“ Soma, and though, through the force of Syntactical Connection, it 
“would appear that this animal ıs to be dealt with in proximity to the 
“ details relating to the animal,—yet it is not found to be so dealt with 
“in view of the Context, because all Contexts operate in regard to the 
“ place of origination (or appearance) As for the Savaniya animal, the 
“tıme for its appearance is that of the Sutya (Pounding of the Soma), 
“and as for its declaration ın connection with the Previous Day, that is 
“ sımply for the purpose of pointing out certain details, but, this declara 
““ tion does not constitute the Context, as it occurs at a distance from the 
“ Anubandhya animal, which is dealt with at the end of the Soma (Sacrı 
“fice) And thus we find that the Details ın question belong to the 
““ Jyotistoma itself, and to none of the animals concerned, as the indi 
“ catıon of the Posation of the Agnzsomitya, being at a distance from its 
“ objective, would be rejected by those of the Oontemt of the Jyotzstoma, 
‘which is not interfered by any Sub context or Syntactical Connection 
“€ But, m view of the fact of the material employed at the Jyotıstoma 
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“ being the Soma (and not the body of any animal), we come to take 
“the said details as belonging to its subsidiaries (in accordance with 
“the Stitra 111—ı—18) , and as all the three Animal Sacrifices are 
“ equally subsidiaries to the Jyotistoma, we take the details to belong 
‘to all the three animals 

““ As for the Diksantyg İsi, however, even though that too is a 
‘subsidiary of the Jyotistoma, yet the details do not pertain to it, for 
‘the simple reason that it is incapable of utilising them Nor do they 
‘ pertain to the animals that come ın as accessories of the Dikshaniya 
“ Isti, because even though they are capable of taking in those details, 
€ yet there is no sort of general relationship (between these animals 
“and the said Details) For these reasons, ib must be admıtted 
ee that the Details in question apply equally to all the three animals ” 

In reply to this extraneous Purvapaksha we have the present 
Süt (18), which embodies the following— 


PURVAPAKSA (B) 


“ What has been said would be possible only if there were no 
“ee difference in the Context, through the Jyottstoma As a matter of 
‘fact however, we find that thére 1s an actual difference in the 
‘Contexts of the Animals , masmuch as the Savantya ıs mentioned in 
“eonnection with the Previous Day ,—the appearance of Savaniya 
‘animals havıng been laid down, in proximity to the Details of the 
« Animal Sacrifice, ın the sentence—‘ Agnéyam ajam Agnistomé 
e qlabhöta Aendragnamukthyé dvitiyam’ Hence we conclude that the 
e Details in question belong to the Savaniya animal only m 


[In reply to Püroapaksha (B), we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSA (C) 


Sözə a (19) “Through Position, they should be taken 
‘Sas belonging to the previous animal (1e the Agni- 
““ somiya) also ?” 


“Question ‘How ıs ıt that this Séra declares something in 

€ direct contradiction to the Law of the Cruf: lingadhikarana (111—m— 
14)? For certainly, the conclusion therem arrived at is not in the 
“ form that by Context Vidévana, etc , are subservient to the Rapasiya, 
“while by Position they are subservient to the Abhashecanaya , or that 
“ by Duect Declaration the Aindt belongs to the Garhapatya, while by 
« Indvative Force tt pertains to Indra [and this ıs what is declared 
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“in the Sia, that by Contert the Detarls in question belong to the 
““ Savantya, while by Position they belong to the Agntsomiya] ”’ 

‘ Answer In the case of the Videvana (dealt with under the 
€ Cratihngadhkai ana), it was found that all requirements being ful 
‘filled by means of the superior authority of the Contert there would be 
““ no occasion for the operation of the inferior authority of Postion, 
“ and as such it was only 11ght that both alternatives should not be 
““ accepted conjomtly , specially as in such q case the non assump- 
“ tion of the further relationship (shown by the inferior authority) does 
“ not cause any discrepancy either in the nature of the Acceseory (the 
““ 4indi1 Mantra) m question or m that of the Primaries (Indra, Agni, 
‘ etc) because they are capable of being recalled to the memory by 
“ other means (than the Mantra in question) In the case m question, 
“ however, though the requirements of the Accessory Details in question 
“ are supplied bv their coniect on with the Savaniya anımal, yet, 

inasmucn as the Agnishomiya is found to be incomplete without 
““ these Details, ıt becomes absolutely necessary to recall them again 
“ (by some mens or other, for the accomplishment of the Agni- 
““ shomtya) , specially as there would be no nco igruity in the accept 
““ ance of both at one and the same time As a matter of fact, with 
“ out the Details ın question the Agnishomiya could never form part of 
“ the Dorça Ptrnamasa sacrifices as that which forms the origin of the 
“ Animal-Sacrifices, viz the Agnishomiya, is a modification (or part) 
“ of the Darga Pui namasa, while others, having the common character 
“ of having for their matenal a living being, are modifications of the 
“ Animal sacrifices Themselves and then when ve come to consider the 
question as to whether the Agnishomiya (not taking ın the details dı- 
“ rectly by itself) is to obtain them out of those belonging to the Sava 
‘aya, through the Indire*t implication based upon similarity (of the 
““ two animals),—or 16 is to obtain them by means of some sort of a 
““ direct Injunction,—we come to the corclu-ion that the Details find 
€ place in the Aqnishomiya by mens of Position which torms a pat 
“ of Direct Injunction, as1t1s only when all the six methods of Direct 
“ Injunction (in the shape of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
“ the rest) have ceased to operate that we can admit of any Indirect 
“ Impheation Consequently, just as m the other case, the operation 
“ meluded in the sacrifice comes to be taken as subservient to the 
“ Original, as well as to the modifications through Direct Ingunctron and 
“ Induwect Implication, respectively,—so, in the same manner, in the 
“ case ın question, the Details in question are subservient to the 


THE DETAILS DO NOT BELONG TO THE SAVANİYA 1539 


“ Agnishomiya as well as to the Savaniya through Positron and Context 
“ respectively 

€ As for the Anubandhya animals, however, inasmuch as we do not 
“€ find any the slightest Direct Injunction to be applicable the Details 
“ could come in only through Implication 

““ And as such there can be nothing objectionable in the “Süt” 


SIDDHANTA 


Süt: a (20) Aecoritirng to some people, the accessory 
details belong to the Savantya, but the previous 
declaration only serves the purpose of pointing 
out an accessory 


We quite readily admit of the fact of the Detail» belonging to the 
Agnishomiya, through Positron, but we cannot accept the assertion of 
that they belong to the Savantya by reason of the Context Because 
the re mention of the Savantya animals ın connection with the Previous 
Day serves the purpose of pointing out an accessory while as for the 
appearance of those animals, which actuelly occurs after the Holding of 
the Acvina Cup (on the day following the sacrifice), if is pointed oat by 
the Context 

The origimative Injunction of the Savanzya Animals is contained in 
the sentence—" Taking hold of the 4dgvuna Vessel, and tving a three 
fold string round the sacrificial post, one should kill the Savanitya ant 
mal’ And as for the word ‘ çoz?” ( to moriow ) used on the dupsvase 
thya Day, this refers to the Sutya (the dav afte: the sacrifice) 

Question “What 1s that accesso.) (for the sake of which we have 
‘the previous declaration)? We do not find any mentioned in the 
“ sentence dealing with the Savaniya itself ?” 

Answer It 1s this, with reference to all Savaniyas, we find the 
deprecatory declaration , Yatha va matsyah, ete , ete, ” the meaning of 
which is this ‘Just as when a fish iş moving about ın the watr, its exact 
position is not known, and the man lookiig for it is kept 1oving this 
way and that,—so, ın the same manner, with rigard to these Savantya 
animals ıt ıs not exactly known where they should be dealt with, and 
this keeps the Performeis in a state of suspense, —and the previous 
mention of the Savaniya ıs in connection with this deprecation, and not 
for the sake of an Injunction of ıt The said deprecation also is taken 
as explanatorv of the following question ‘In what way are we to 
employ the animals known as Savantya ın connection with Savana 
offermgs?’ And this question again is in connection with another 
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Injunction,—‘' Vapaya pratah savané pracarants,’— which has the form 
of an answer to the previous question. 

And thus we find that the previous meution of the Savanzya is for 
durpose of pointing out this accessory (the Vapa, Fat) of it, as to be 
used in the offering; and it gives us an idea of the Context. 

Question : “ What are the words by which the Accessory is laid down ?”’ 
That is to say, the sentence quoted— acvinam graham grhitva, ete., —is 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the order of sequence of 
certain actions; and as such it could not serve as the originative Injunc- 
tion of the Savaniya. 

In reply to this, the Author of the Bhashya shows that it is only 
the Agnéya animal, out of the many Savaniya animals, that is spoken 
of as appearing ‘to-morrow.’ 

And some people explain this portion of the Bhdshya in the fol- 
lowing ways: (1) No signiticance should be attached to the specification 
of the < Agné@ya’ Sasuniya, as it is spoken of simply with a view to show 
that the accessory belongs to all the Savaniyas. (2) This is meant to 
show that there are many such sentences ; but in any case, it is the men- 
tion of the 4gnaya only that serves any useful purpose. Even though 
the Aidragna and the other Savantya animals have their original ap- 
pearance on the Previous Day, vet, inasmuch as they are used in the 
subsequent “ Terminuses’ (the performance whereof is not absolutely 
necessaty),—they have not the power to take in (utilise) those acces- 
sory details of animals, which are laid down as absolutely necessary. 
And thus there could be no doubt as to the superiority of the authority 
of the Postiton of the Agnishomiya. As for that Savaniya, which, being 
necessary, is capable of utilising the said details,—we have already 
shown that the Context does not point to that. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the details do not belong to the 
Savaniya. 


Sutra (21): Objection: “The latter declaration would 
“oily serve the purpose of taying down the time for 
“that which is trausferred (to a subsequent ocea- 
“ sion)?’ 

The whole Adhtkarana turning upon the due ascertainment of the 
exact sentence that serves as the originative Injunction of the Savaniyu, 
the Opponent brings forward the following arguments :— 

“11 you think that there is no Context of the Savaniya, then you 
“are very much mistaken; because as a matter of fact, the original ap- 
“ pearance of the Savaniya animal is due to the previous sentence 


b 
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(‘ agneyamajam, etc.’); then the sentence (“ Väpayā pracurani’) trans- 
fers the ‘fat’—portion of the body of that animal ito a subsequent 
occasion; and lastly, the exact time being still unknown, the last 
sentence (‘ asvinam, efc.’) points out the particular time. 

“ That is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapaya pratah savané pracaranti’ 
transfers the chief of the details in question—namely, the ‘ pracara 
of the Fat’; and inasmuch as the subsidiaries always follow the 


‘ Principal, the other Details—of killing, etc.,—also are transferred: 
‘ but with all this there remains an uncertainty as to the exact time: 


and the ‘time immediately after the Holding of the Agvina Vessel’ is 
then laid down (by the sentence ‘d¢vinan grhiiva, etc”). Hence it is 
this last sentence that serves the purpose of laying down the acces- 
sory (of Time); otherwise there would be a syntactical split ; because 
if the sentence were not taken as laying down the time for the 
Savaniya-sacrifice, it would be taken as laying down the time for 
the Parivyana (Tying of the rope round the Post) and the U pakarana 
(Killing), as well as the Sacrifice together with its Deity and Material 
(and this multiplicitv of enjoined objects would certainly cause a 


` syntactical split). 


“Objection: ‘The Tying of the Rope, being already related to the 
sacrifice through Implication, the sentence can be taken as laying 


` down the Sacrifice as to be performed at the same tame as the Tying — 


the mention of this latter being merely by vay of a descriptive refer- 
ence (and in this way, there would be no syntactical split). 

“ Reply: lt is quite true that the connection of the Tying of the 
Rope is pointed out by Implication; but as a matter of fact it is not 
actually done at the time of the Savaniya: for the simple reason 
that the Sacrificial Post remaining the same (at all the Animal sacri- 


‘ fices), all the aid due to the said Tying, becomes accorded to the 


Savantya also, by the Tying that has been done previously at the 
time of the Aynishomiya,—in accordance with the law ‘ Talkalastu. 
ete? (X1—i1—6). 

Objection: ‘In that case the Tying of the Rope would be ap- 
plicable through this commonality of the Post; and as such could 
be taken as spoken of (in the sentence Acvinam. yrhilva, etc.) merely 
by way of Descriptive Reference, 

“ Reply: No such descriptive reference is possible; for the simple 
reason that the Tying is not recognised to be the same that is 
spoken of by way of descriptive reference which is recognised to be 
in the same form in which it had appeared on the previous day ; and 
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“ certainly that which will have been done on the Previous day, could 
“ not be referred to as existing on the day after the Holding of the 
““ Acvina Vessel not is there any Tying of the Rope done on this latter 
“day, and as for the Tying that may have been done on the previous 
“ day, that could not be spoken of bv wav of reference by such words, 
“ as by the word ‘paryagenikrta’ and the like, because the Tying is 
“ hmited by limits of the two actions performed at the two points of 
“ time 
“Objection In that case we can take the sentence acvenam 

Yipam parwiya ete as referring to the Tyzng of the Rope which is laid 
“ down in the sentence—agiinam q? aham gihtiva upaniohhramya yüpam 
““ parivyayats ” 

“ Reply But this also is not the case, for the same reason of 
“ non-recogniiion That is to say the Tying of the Rope im connec 
“tion with the Savaniya, which is not the same as the Tying origin- 
“ally done, is found to be laid down (in the sentence ‘yipam pariwyayair,) 
“ m its base form (1e without any mention of the substance that is to 
“ be tied 1ound), while the Original Tying is distinctly spoken of as 
“ done by means of the Rope, and hence if the former Tying were done 
“ by means of some such other substances, as a piece of Cloth and the 
“ like, there could be no reference to the “ three foldness ” (which could 
“ apply to the Rope only) and as such it would be neccessary to 
“take this ‘ three foldness’ also to be an object of Injunction by the 
“ sentence “ Acuinam irurita yüpam parwiya , —over and above 
“ the Tying itself, and this would involve a syntactical split 

“Thus then, the sense of the Bhashya comes to be this If ıt 
“ were not as we say, then, it would be necessary for the sentence to 
“lay down, m regard to the Tying, something, in connection with 
“ which the ‘three-fold’ substance and the particular teme (after the 
“ Holding of the Agvna Vessel) could be enjomed, and the clause 
‘ ‘upakaranasya ca’ also would lay down the Time for the Killing as 
€ well as the Action qualified by the said Substance and Deity And 
“€ hence, inasmuch as these sentences are found to serve the purpose 
“ of laymg down accessories, it must be admitted that there is a 
“ Context of the Savantya Animals ” 


6 


Stra (22) Reply It cannot be so, as that (which is 
transferred) es only a pait (of the Animal) 


When the Savantyas with all their accessories are laid down m 
connection with the Previous Day we are led to believe that all 
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actions (offerings) in connection with the Saranīyas are to be performed 
on that same das , but o it of these the ‘ Vapa pacãra’ (the carrving of 
Fat) 1s transferred to the next day —bv reason of the direct declaration 
to thit efect (“ bapiya jratahsacané pracarants ),—and not the other 
retions of Killing and the hhe in accordance with the Suiza V—1—24, the 
sense of whichis thit those actions that are to be performed, either 
after, or along with, the Fat offering are to be transferred, and not those 
that are performed before 1t,—such as the Kallang and the hke,’ and 
as for those subsidiaries the exact time whereof is not known they are 
to be performed at the same time as the Principal Saciifice as we shall 
show later on, bit as regards the subsidiaries of the Paçu (Animal) 
Sacrifice, it is fully known that they are to be performed on the previous 
dav, and hence thes. do not come to be performed at the time of the 
Principal Action Thus then, it would be necessary for you to have 
recourse to a transference,—by the sentence ‘devenam, ete,’ of the 
Savaniye, which höv evet, is not transferred along with the Vapa-pra 
cara’ and this sentence ( Agvinam, eic ) ın that case becoming a 
secondary Injunction, there would be a syntactical split involved mn 
its being taken as laying down many accessories On the other hand, 
if this sentence be taken as an Originative Injunction, there would be 
no such anomaly, hence we conclude that the sentence 13 an Origina- 
tive Injunction 

Obyechon “As a matter of fact we find that the Bhashya has 
c shown thst the sentence contams the Injunction of many objects, 
‘as we find ın it, the assertion that the sentence serving the purpose of 
“ mointing out accessories, there would be a syntactrcal split But the 
“ syntactical split is capable of bemg avoided by taking the sentence 
“to be an Injunction only of the transference of tne Killing which had 
“ been taken as to be performed on the previous day ” 

Some people seek to justify the Bhashya, on the following grounds 
In the case of the sentence “ Agnéyya Agnidhram, we find that what 
are enjoined are the general relationship of the Jyotsshtoma, and also a 
particular phase of ıt, and hence ıt was asserted, on a previous 
occasion that there was a multiplicitv of objects enjoined , and in the 
same mmner m the case m question, the sentence can be taken as 
having 1 multiplicity of objects for Injunction, m thatitlays down the 
transference of the Killing, v meh has not been transferred along with 
the Fapap «cara as well as a particular phase of it 

“ But the case of the sentence under consideration is not similar 
“€ to the sentence ‘agnéyya agnidhram’, because m the case of the 
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“latter, the [Injunction was found to pertain to a particular phase of 
e the relationship (of the Jyotsshtoma), and hence we were led to seek 
“for an Injunction elsewhere, of the general phase of that relation 
“ ship, and then, finding this latter already inhering in some of the 
““ Agnöyıs, we found the force of the Apparent Inconsistency of its 
“ non-ınyunction considerably weakened, and hence there being no 
‘ such Inconsistency to justify the assumption of Injunctions of the 
“sud genc ral relationship with regard to the other Aqnöyıs, such an 
‘ assumption would certainly involve a most objectionable Syntactica] 
“ Split, inasmuch as such an Injunction is not found to be admitted by 
“the Veda In the case m question on the other hand, we have no 
‘such contrary element, in the shape of an Injunction of transference 
“ on general, which could weaken the Apparent Inconsistency pomting to 
“the Injunction of the particular T»ansferences If, in the case of 
“the Ågnēyī also, there were no such contiarv factor, as the ems 
“ tence of the general relationship, which weakened the Apparent 
“ Inconsistency, —then, in that case, there could be nothing to set 
‘ aside the fact of the sentence laying down the relationship of every 
< Agnöyü , as ıt has been already shown, in connection with such 
““ words as “ Cona’ and the like, that even though the Action miy be an 
“already enjomed one, there ıs nothing incongruous in having 4 
‘multiplicity of enjoined objects, if these happen to be expressed 
“ by means of one and the same word Consequently, though the 
“ sentence ‘ Aguinam graham, etc ” enjoins the Pratahsavana (the morn 
“ mg .offermg), as well as the fact of its being performed after the 
“ Holding of the Açvına Vessels, vet, masmuch as the Injunctive 
“ Agency ıs confined to a sıngle word, there ıs no case of these being 
“ wholly distinct Injunctions for each of the factors concerned, as shown 
“under Sutra 11— n—6 } in fact it is only of one factor (1e of the time) 
“ that we have an actual Injunction, which, however implies that of 
“the other (1e the Pratahsavana) also 

‘Tt 1s for this reason that the Bhashya, in the couse of pointing 
“ out the objecticnabiltty of a multiplicity of enjoined objects, has 
“declared, that many things could not be enjoined (bv the same Inyün” 
tive), unless they were related io one another, this decliration has 
““ been made ın full recognition of the fact that when there are many 
“ things related to one another, the Injunction of any one of these 
“implies the others also, without any further effort in that duection 
“ Hence if the Injunction of one could imply that of a thousand other 
“ things, there could be no incongruity m this, nor anv extra effort on 
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“ the part of the Injunctive agency , and hence we readily adinit of such 
‘animpheation The only way to make such an implication untenable 
8 (o show that the Injunction (sought to be implied) is otherwise 
obtainable (and as such there is no Apparent Inconsistency to 
“ yustify such implication) But as a matter of fact, in the case in 
‘ question, we find that there ıs no such alternative as would admit 
“ of the Injunction pertaining only to the sequence (of the Savaniyn) 

to the Holding of the Aemna Vessel, without pointing out any sort of 

relationship between that (Savaniya) wd the Sutyã and the Morn 
‘ang offering And hence there can be nothing objectionable in the 

aforesaid Jmplication 

‘Tn fact, the objection is applicable to you (who have sought to 
justify the Bhashya in the aforesaid manner),—who tike the Injunc 
tion to be one of an Action qualified by many Substances and Deities 
Then agun, it would be necessary for vou to make a still furthei 
assumption, of the relationship, of the Action, with the /yohsötoma, 
the Sulya, the Morning offering and the particular tome (after the 
“ Holdng ol the Acuma Vessel) And ıt is a well known fact, that in 
all cases of Transference and Subtraction, there is involved an incon 
oruitv in the shape of having a general and 1 special Injunction , and 
hence m view of this meongruty there could be no Injunction of 
“6 Accessories with reference to a previously eniomed action and as 
“such the sentence would come to be taken as enjoining a distinct 
‘action altogether Wor instance (1) in the case of the sentence 
ee Mühöndrasya stobam pratyabhashicyate, masmuch as the Injunction 
‘pertains to the Mod day offering, the Mahendra Hymn and the Time, 
Abhishticaniya Manira comes to be taken as serving many purposes , 
(2) and the same may be shown to be the case with the sentence 
‘Drshthantam pagum pratt prayunjants ” 
‘ And further, when there 1s a single object that is both en)ovneti 

“ and dealt with an, action, any other object coming in could do so in 
two ways either by ieason of a distinct effort with regard to such 
‘an object, or ax following in the wake of some such object As for 

instance, in the case of the Injunction of Hating (of the Remnants), 
“ the taking up of the Vessels belonged to the former, while the satisfac 
‘tion (or pleasure due to the ating) to the litter kind Out of these 
“ two kinds of objects, that which is due to a distinct effort, is found 
“ to be such that unless it is done, that which is enjoined cannot be 
“ done, and hence with regard to that we hyve to assume, on the 
“ ground of that Apparent Inconsistency, another Injunctive agency,-— 
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“ but just to such extent as is found t° be based upon scriptural 
“authority While as regards that which follows in the wahe of 
“ another object, ıt is found to be accomplished even though there be 
“ very many of it, without any distinct effort on the part, either of the 
“ human agent, or on that of the Sciuiptme 

“ İn the case m question, we find that the sequence of the Savaniya 

“ o the Holding of the Acvna Vessel bemg enjoined, it would not 
‘necessitate any distinct effort to establish the connection (of that 
“ Savaniya) with the Suiya the Moning offering, ete , and hence 
‘there is nothing that enjoms Transference un geneal And when 
‘ what is actually enjomed ıs the mere sequence to the Holding of the 
“alevina Vessel which is distinctly mentioned what would it matter, 
“af in the wake of that sequence there should appear the attendant 
“factors of the Sutya the Moi ning offering, the particular part of the 
“ dav, the particular hoar, minute, second, ete , the generic character 
“of Tome, Substance and Enty (that is to say the implication of 
“ these would not involve a Syntactical split) ? —For if there were to be 
‘a syntactical split m such cases, there would be one in the case of the 
“sentence “ bring the Cemcapa’ , because in this also, we have the word 
“€ Çımçapd ’ implying the generic factors of tree,’ “Earth,” ‘ Substance ’ 
“and Entity’ Consequently it must be admitted that all that the sen 
“tence (Aguenam, etc’), lays down ıs another time,—in the shape of 
“ that following after the Holding of the Acuina Vessel —for the Killing 
‘which has been previously laid down as to be done on the Previous 
“ Day And there can be nothing objectionable in this” 

If In view of the above, others seek to explain the “ Syntactical 
split ” spoken of in the Bhashya as that which is caused by the fact of 
both the Tying of the Rope and the Killing bemg transferred bv means 
of the sime sentence ” 

“ But this also is very easly refuted as it ie only the Tying of 
‘the Rope that ıs transferred bv the sentence, the transference of the 
“ Killing bemg implied by the same transference, m accordance with the 
“ Sutra V—i —24 

“ The following might here be urged = It.is only the Accessory that 
“1s obtained from the Original Primarv, and not that which is altoge 
“ ther new, which, bemg transferred, brmgs in the others in its wake, as 
‘spoken of in the said Suğra (while m the case in question, the Tysng of 
“ the Hope is found to be an altogether new accessory, not mentioned 
“ before 

““ But this cannot be admissible , because, in the Sätra V —n—21. 
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“6 we find described the transference of even such accessories as the 
““ Vedévana, etc , that are not obtained from the Original Primary, 
“ and as for the Sura ‘ Tatha pirvam’ (V—-1—29), which lays down the 
“ fact of a new Accessory not being transferable), that too has been 
“ explained as referring to an accessory with certam qualifications Or, 
“ sven if ve have the transference of the Killiexg only, as the sentence in 
“question could be taken as reFeriing to the Tying of the Rope laid 
“down im the sentence ‘sa vas Agvinam, etc ” 16 would involve no 
““ gyntactical split 

“ 16 might be argued that, ‘inasmuch as the sentence Sa var, ele , 
‘mentions the Rope without any qualifications, the mention, in the 
““ sentence under consideration, of threefoldness could not be taken as 
“ a, mere descriptive reference to a previously enjoined object 

“ But this is not quite tenable because the reply to this argu- 
“ ment would be exactly the sme which the Siddhdntin would give 
“ later on to a question put to him by the Parvapakshin 

“Objection ‘Inasmuch as the Siddhaniin holds the sentence to 
““, ontamn the Injunction of a new Action, ib is possible for him to 
‘admit an Injunction of more than one thing, while as for the 
“€ Pi vapakshan, this cannot be possible for him (as he takes the sentence 
“to be an Injunction of Accessorics), and as such the Injunction 
“ of more than one Accessory would involve a syntactical split” 

“ Reply That does not make any difference, because in a case 

where several quilifications are mentioned in connection with one 

“ action, an Injunction of all those is quite possible, as through that 
“ Action, and hence such cases ate quite in accordance with the Law 
“of Qualified Injunction (which dors not involve a syntactical split), 
c but m cases where the Action enjoined 1s without any of its qual 
“ fieations, "b becomes necessar, to bring in, for the sake of that 
< Action the qualifying accessoiies of otner actions, and for this 
“ purpose it would bc necessary to repeat the Injunctive word (and 
‘ this would involve a Syntactical split) For instance, when the 
* Sacrifice 18 enjoined along with its Deity, it is only its own qualifying 
“ accessories that ıt could imply (and bring m), and not a qualification 
“ of the Tying (in the shape of threefoldness) Hence even in the 
“ case of the Injunctions of new actions (not previously enjoined), its 
“ necessary to differentiate its own qualifying Accessory from those of 
“ others Thus then, masmuch as the objection brought forward 1s 
“equally applicable to both of us (the Pérvapakshin as well as the 
“ Sıddhantın), it should not have been urged against one only 
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‘Then again, the only reply that the Ssddhanten could give to the 
“ said objection, would be that—‘ the Rope is common to both Tyungs 
“ (parwyāna), as is actually declared m Suira 111—-vi—31 And this 
€ would indicate that the 7’h,eefold Rope spoken of in the sentence under 
“consideration (“ Tyoyiğ yupam pariviya),’ would apply to any and 
“ every ‘ Tying’? of the Saciificial Post, so that, in the case in ques 
tion, the mention of the ‘Tying’ (m the sentence under considera 
“ tion) is only by way of reference to that previously enjoined (m the 
“sentence sa var äçvinam, etc’), and hence there would be no Syntac 
“ tical split 

€ Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the wnmeduate 
“ sequence to the Holding of the Agvina Vessel, ın reference to the 
“ sequence of the Killing do the Tying which latter has already been 
 enjomed in connection with the Previous Day,—the sentence, in this 
“ case, being construed as yat irvita yapam purwiya wpakarolr tat 
“ Acvinagiahavanantaram kür yam? (the Tying of the threefold Rope 
‘ round the Post, as laid down in regard to the Previous Day should, on 
“ the second Dav, be done afte: the Holding of the Acoma Vessel) ” 
“ Tn this way we avoid the Svyntactical split complained of, and cer 
“ tamly any far fetched construction 1s more acceptable than a Syntac 
“ tical split ” 

In view of these arguments, we explain the Syntactic split,’ 
spoken of ın the Bhashyu, as tollows — 

It must be admitted that of the Suvaniya sacrifices, one sentence 
should enjoin the o1ginative appearance while the other lays down 
its accessories Asa matter ot fact we have no grounds for taking the 
sentence speaking of the Previous Day as the o1igmative Injunction (of 
the Savaniya sacrifices) 

Obşeclaon Noi do we find any giounds tor taking the othe: 
sentence either, as the said o1iginative Injunction ”? 

Reply Though it 1s so, yet, masmuch it is not possible for the 
two sentences to be taken either as optional alternatives or con 
jointly, ıt becomes necessary to find out which of the two could 
through a certain peculiaritv in it, be accepted, by preference, as the 
required Originative Injunction And hence we proceed to find out 
such a peculiarity It has already been shown above that it is only a 
desnable Accessory that can be laid down with 1eference to an Action 
laid down m the recesses of a remote Injunction Because an accessory 
that ıs not desired (ın connection with that Action) would, if brought 
ın make it an altogethei different action, like the Homa in connection 


THE DETAILS DO NOT BELONG TO THE SAVANTYA 1549 


with the Kundapaywnamayana Thus then, in the case in question, we 
find that ıt 1s the Vapd pracara, (the Fat-offering) that is the desired 
accessory, which is capable of beimg enjoimed with reference to the 
Savaniya occurring at the time of the Suiya, and when the declara 
tion of the Morning offering biings about a recogmition of the Savantya 
appeaııng along with that Offering,—and it having been found to 
serve a useful purpose in connection with "another mention of it in 
connection with the “next das ,’—1t cannot be regarded as bearing the 
relation of subserviency with the Holding of the Acuina Vessel, and 
the sentence (‘ Aguinam grhiiva, etc”) bemg found to be meant to 
point out the Time, —and Time by its very nature, not being an 
object desired to be acquired could not be enjoined with reference 
to an Action and hence it is necessary that a certam Action (the 
Vapapracara) be enjoined with reference to the Tome thus pomted 
out Even if the Injunction (of this action) be as subsidiary to the 
Aguina Vessel, then too masmuch as the principal member (Time of 
the Acuvina) is not capable ot being desired as something to be 
acquired, the sentence could not but be interpreted as before 

Thus then, masmuch as the sentence cannot be taken as an In 
junction of accessories, and hence the peculiarity, whereby, the origi 
native Injunction not bemg mterfered with, the cognition of the 
original appearance of the Action would make it a distinct Action, in 
accordance with the Law of the Difference of Actions being due to the 
difference in the Contexts,—that same peculiarity would make the 
sentence an originative Injunction with rega'd to the time therein 
pomted oub And thus the other sentence, naturally, comes to be 
taken as the Injunction of Accessories, as under the above circum 
stances, there would be no justification for a syntactical split 

It was for this reason that we considered the question as to 
whether the ‘ Vapapracüra” does, or does not, lead to the trunsference 
(of the Savantya) Because in case there be such a transference, inas 
much as the idea of the Savantya mentioned in the previous sentence 
would be still present in the mind (at the time of this transference), 
and as such it bemg recognized to be the same, we could not but take 
the other mention of it, as being for the sike ot enjroning 1b m regaid 
to the particula: time therein pointed out, as we have explamed under 
the Sutra ‘ Sannidhantvavibhagat’*’ (II—im—26) And when the Action as 
well as the Teme is found to be enjoined,—the operation of the Injune 
tive affix always pertains to that which 1s m closer proximity to it, and 
ın the case in question, we find that the Time of the Vapapracara 15 the 
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qualification of an action other than the Originative appearance of the 
Savaniya , and as such it would be impossible to take the sentence as 
a qualified Injunction, and hence a Syntactical split would be inevi 
table And as to how the two sentences ve reconciled and taken along 
with each other, m accordance with our view,—that we have eaplained 
already 

Thus then, the sentence could also speal. of the subsidiary charac 
ter of the Tysng--as shown by the Context—by way of descriptive 
reference , otherwise ıt would have to refer to ıt, as enjomed by the 
remoter agency of Position 

For these reasons, ıt must be admitted that the origmative In- 
junction of the Savaniya is contained in the sentence ‘ Acvinam 
graham, etc” 

Question ““ How could you reconcile the above explanation with 
“the mention of ‘ Syntactical split’ made in the Bhashya?’ 

Answer What the Bhashya means by the expression “ Vakybhéda’ 
is the dafferene of acions (and not ‘Syntachcal split’), as even 1f there 
be many factors, if they happen to be related to one another, the 
whole 1s quite capable of bemg taken as a single sentence syntactically 


connected 
That is to say, all that the Bhishya says 1s ‘ Vakyam bhadyeta,— 


which means that the sentence in question could not be syntactically 
connected with the other sentence, just as in the Sutra ‘ Karirguné 
tu karmasamavayid vakyabhédah syat’ (111—i—19) though there 1s 
no actual vdkyabhédu (Syntactical split,) yet what is meant by the 
word ‘vakyabhida’ is the want of mulual connection , and mn the 
Sttra ‘ Sakatkehantutkavalyum’ (11[—1—20), the expression ‘ eka 
vakya’ has been used ın the sense mutual connecton, and m the same 
manner in the case ın question, what the Bhaishya means 1s that— 
‘When the sentenc. in question 1s taken as an originative Injunction, 
then 16 can be connected (syntactically) with the other sentence, —this 
connection being possible only if the sentence is not taken merely a" 
laving down accessories ” 


Sütra (23) Objecteow (The Lransference) could be 
Seeneplecd ” 


[Objection “The sentence may be taken as contaming an implied 
‘< Injunction of the Pime for the transferred Suvaniya, that is to say, 
‘we find the declaration—‘ One should cover the Tat with his closed 
“ fist’, and certainly there could be no covering of the Fat extracted 
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“ on the previous day ; as that would mean that the man should stay 
‘with his fist hiding the fat, for fully two days; which would be an 
‘impossibility ; hence the sentence quoted must be taken as implying 
“ the presence of the Savanitya on the next day also; and it is for this 
““ Savantya that the sentence in question would lay down the Pime.”] 


Sätra (24): Reply: This cannot be: because (such im- 
plication could be possible only) ¿f we had a contradic- 
tion of the Direct Declaration. 


[The said transference could have been implied by the Apparent 
Inconsistency of the sentence quoted, only if there were an actual 
inconsistency ; as a matter of a fact, however, we find that the ‘ Cover- 
ing” spoken of could be done by means of the ‘handful’ of leaves or 
grass ; and this could certainly continue for four days.] 


Stra (25): But, through Position, (the Accessory details in 
question) belong to the previous (animal, the Agni- 
shomiya); specially as the purification pertains to 
that. 


Having thus set aside the fact of there being any Context pointing 
to the connection (of the Details) with the Savaniya, the Author recapi- 
tulates the Siddhanta view, by means of the same arguments as those 
shown before. 

Or, the great Context (of the Jyotishtoma), being found to be not 
interfered with by any sub-context (ofithe Savantya), would point to 
the Details as belonging to all three animals; and as such would 
set aside the indications of the Position (of the Agnishomiya) , and 
it is with a view to preclude this view, that we have the word ‘tu’ in 
the Sätra. 

Though it is quite true that Context is superior in authority to Post- 
lion, yet, in accordance with the Law of the Upamcuyajanumanirana 
(11—ii—9 et seq.), it is the Position aided by Indicative Force which. 
in the present case, becomes more authoritative than the said Context. 
Through their inherent capabilities, what the Accessories of the 4ni- 
mals want is the Animal Sacrifice, and not the Sacrifice of Soma. And 
that which is not wanted cannot be taken up by Context; as the 
bringing in of that which is not wanted would be all the more remote 
from the sense of the Direct Declaration. Nor can the Law of the 
Sūtra " Anarthakyüt tadaügeshu” (III—i—18) be applicable, unless 
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there ıs a direct relationship expressed by means of the Genitive 
Ending,—as we have aheady explained before 

Objection ‘ Inasmuch as the Agnishomiya has no other acces 
“sory detail laid down for itself, ıt actually stands in need of some 
“ such accessories, being brought in, from another place, tc the place 
“where the Accessories are laid down, and thus being ın close 
‘proximity to these Accessories, the Agnishomiya would take them 

up, through Confert and under the circumstances, it should not be 
‘said that it is though Positron that it takes them up” 

Reply This objection 1s not applicable to the present case , 
because m a case where the Modificatory Sacrifice is completed by 
means of the subsidiaries obtained trom the Original Primary, and 
certain new subsidiaries are also introduced into it,—there lone we 
have the Modification taking up the Subsidiaries, through Context In 
the case in question however we find that the Agnishomiya has 
originally appesred m another place , and in that place, it has all its 
requirements supplied by means of the subsidiaries obtained from the 
Orginal Primary (the Jyolsshtoma), which have had their usefulness 
previously established, and which have nothing to oppose them, and 
then, bemg brought up to the place ın question, the Agnishomiya 
finds certain other Accessory Details, apparently without any other 
purpose to serve, and standing ın need of something (to which they 
could belong} , and then, having its procedure (with regard to these 
details) inferred from other facts, the Agntshomiya becomes connected 
with them , and ıt 1s ın the nature of Positron alone that, finding the 
Accessories in need of a relative, ıt creates a procedure for the 
Principal factor, and thereby establishes the relationship of those 
details with this latter, and hence it 1s only right that the Sutra 
should speak of “through Position’ (Specially as we could have Contert 
only if the Agnishomiya also stood m need of the Details, just as these 
do in that of the former) 


Sütra (26) Also because of Indications 


We have the sentence—" Vapaya gəatahasavan£ carant., puroda 
géna möüdhəyandın£ savané’—which speaks of the Pagu—Purodaca 


(The Animal Fat, and the Cake) in connection with the Savaniya 
offerings , and this could not be explained, if the Details in question 
belonged to all the three, or to two of the animals Because it will be 
sh. vn later on that the Cake-offering is meant as a purification of the 
Deity, and as a matter of fact, in the case in question, the Deitv 
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that the Cake sacııfice could purify, is the fomt Agm and Soma (those 
connected to the Agnishomtya), and not Agm alone (which is connected 
with the Savantya) —as ıs shown by the Indicative Force In case 
both (the Agnishomaya and the Savaniya) were equally related to the 
Details there could be no such ha, as we have in accordance with the 
Siddhanta Hence, inasmuch as we find the quoted text speaking of 
the ‘Purodica,’ we conclude that ıt is only b, Indirect Implication 
that any accessory details can belong to the Savaniya 


Sätra (27) Tt ano Injunction, as et serves the 
purposes of an Arthavada 


Objection “It is true that the Cake-offermg that 15 done for 

“ the purposes of the purification of the Deity, could not apply to the 

Savaniya, but as a matter of fact, that is not the only purpose 
“ served by the Cake-offerong, as we find ıt spoken of as serving the 
“ purpose of “ covermg the hole,”—ın the sentence “ Sushiro va tarhi 
“ pacuh chidrapidhanartho’ “pn”, and hence, even though 
e there 1s no Deity m connection with the Savantya, yet the Cake-offering 
‘would be made for the purpose of Covering the hole of the Savaniya , 
“ and as such there would be nothing incongruous m the fact of the 
“Details belonging equally to both (the Savantya and the Agni- 
“ shomaya)” 

It is m reply to this that we have the present Sutra (27), the 
sense of which 1s as follows As a matter of fact the Cake 1s not laid 
down for the purpose of ‘ covermg the hole’, as we have already shown, 
under the Arthavada Pada, that all such sentences, as have the 
appearances of Injunctions, and also those that appear as argumenta- 
tive ın form, are mere Arthavādas Nor, as a matter, do we find the 
Sacrifice standing ın need of a ‘covering of the hole’, nor do we find 
any hole covered, even after the Cake sacrifice has been performed 
Hence ıt must be admitted that the Covering of the hole is not the 
puipose served by the Cake offermg, and as such the Indications, 
shown under the previous Sutra, remun fully established 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Fetching of the Branch, ete., belong to both Milkings.] 


Sittra (28); ‘Inasmuch as the two Milkings are done 
“at different times, the mere Milk would be pre- 
““ pared without connection (with the Accessories).” 


Having shown the non-contradiction of Position, we now proceed 
to deal with its contradiction (by Direct Declaration, etc.). 

[There are two Milkings, the Evening and the Morning; and as 
accessory details of the Milking, we find laid down—the Fetching of 
the Branch, the bringing in of the Cows, making the Cows to yield 
milk, the actual milking, and so forth; and with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether these pertain to both the A/ilkings, or 
to the Evening Milking only]. And on this we have the following :— 


PÜRYAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as the Details in question are found mentioned in 
“ connection vith the Previous Day, they vould pertain to the making 
“of the Curd, because of the similarity of Position, and of the Sub- 
“context (that is to say, as it is the Milk drawn on the previous 
“ Day that is made into Curd, and as the Details too are mentioned in 
“ connection with that Day, these latter would belong to the Evening 
“ Milking only; while the mere Milk, which is used in the form of 
“ pure milk, and which is drawn in the Morning, would be prepared, 
“ independently of the said Accessory details).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stra (29): Inasmuch as both appear in the same 
Context, the Text only lays down the time (the Pre- 
vious Day) for the details connected with both. 


When the Principal is performed in the place of the Accessory 
Details, it becomes subject to the authority of Position (or Order) ; 
while when it is only found to be mentioned in their place, then it is 
subject to the anthority of Sub-Conter?. As for the Curd-Sacrifice, we 
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find that ıt 1s both spoken of, and performed, ın connection with the 
Amavasya Day , and as such the Curd 1s, m all respects, equal to the 
Mik And though ıt ıs true that, for the purpose of making the Curd, 
some of the details are done on the Previous Day,—yet those details 
do not melude the Fetching of the Branch and the rest enumerated 
above, as has been shown under the Sutra 1I1I—i—22, that ‘ there 
can be no connection between two accessories’ Hence ıt must be 
admitted that the Fetching of the Branch, etc , etc , that are done on the 
Previous Day, in accordance with the Direct Injunction to that effect, 
are done as related to both Milkings, and not for the sake of the Curd 
only ; and there can be nothing objectionable in this 


ADHIKARANA (9) 
[The Sadana, ete , belong to the three Savanas ] 


Sutra (30) Sunilaily the mention of the Vessels as 
connected with the other Savana also. 


[In connection with the Moining-offermg of the Jyotushtoma, we 
find ten Vessels, the Aindravayava, etc , mentioned, and with regard to 
these we find mentioned such accessory details as, the Seateng and the 
Cleanıng Then agam, we find other Vessels mentioned m connection 
with the Midday offering, and others again m connection with the 
Evening-offering , and there arses the question as to whether the said 
details should be performed .n connection with these latter Vessels also, 
or only ın connection with those of the Morning offering And on this 
question, we have the PURVAPAKSHA, that— “ Thev would belong to 
“those of the Mornmg offe1ing onlv , as they are mentioned in then 
““ Position (or Order) ”1 


SIDDHANTA 


Though the fact of the Accessory Details of the Vessels, and the 
Morning-offering, being mentioned, as well as performed m the same 
place, would give ise to the idea that the case of these Details is not 
sımılar to those dealt with in the foregoing Adhekarana, yet the Sutra 
lays down that the case of these 1s similar to that of the former ones 
And the reason for this is that there 15 one ind the same Context, 
that of the Jyotwshtoma, meluding the Thiee Offerings There can be 
no Sub Context of the Moining offering by itself , as there ıs no 1esult 
laid down as following from this offermg Then as for Position, it 
cannot, when contiadicted by Context, serve the purpose of indicating 
the use of things Hence ıt must be admitted that the Details should 
be done in connection with the Vessels of the other Savanas also 

The same reasonmg holds regarding the fact of all the accessors 
details of the Cake bemg common to the Agnishomiya, and to the 
Agnéya, and the rest 


ADHIKARANA (10) 
[The Threefolduess of the Rope pcrtams to all the Animals ] 


Stia (31) The Rope also (as well as its accessories) (is 
applicable to all), because of words indicative of this 


Having mentioned the Tying of the Rope round the Sacnficial 
Post, ın connection with the Agntshomiya, the Veda goes on to make the 
declaratıon—" Having held the Acuna Vessel, and having tied round 
the Post, ete , etc ”—n connection with the Savaniya , and masmuch as 
this latte: is a mere repetition of the Tying, without any mention 
of fresh acces ones, the two Tyengs must be regarded as distinct actions 
And then, ıt becomes necessary to have some material for these two 
Lyiags The Rope is the material that ıs universally known as the 
material to be used for all T'yong, whether in the course of a Vedic 
Sacrifice, or m an ordinary Action of the world And hence we come 
to the conclusion that it is the Rope that should be used m both cases, 
as being the only thing could seve the purpose 

And then, there atises the question, as to, the material that the 
Rope 1s to be made of, and also its distinguishing features 

And on this question we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Ju the Context assumed on the strength of the Position of the 
Aynishomiya, we find a special declaration to the effect that the 
€ Rope ıs to be made threefold, out of well beaten grass, and these 
“ peculiarities pertain to the Tying of the Post in connection with the 
“ Agnishomiya, and not to that in connection with the Savaniya 
€ And hence, like the other accesso1ies of the Animal, the said details 
“ of method, ete , with regard to the making of thi Rope pertain to the 
“ Agnishomiya only ” 


SIDDHANTA 
To the above we make the followmg reply Because of İndi 


cations, the said Details must be regarded as applymg to all animals 
Because a reference to the threefoldness of the Rope in the originative 
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Injunction of the Savaniya (‘trvria yipam parwiya savantyama 
pakaroty’), could not be possible, unless the details in regard to the 
making of the Rope belonged to both 

The Author then proceeds to show how these Details become 
connected with the Savantya also The sentence above quoted (laying 
down the method of making the Rope) distinctly shows that these 
methods peitam to all Ropes, while it is the mere Positron of the 
Agnishomiya, that pomts to the fact of the methods applying to this 
latter alone , and there can be no doubt as to the superior authouity 
of the Sentence (and hence it must be admitted that the said methods 
belong to all the animals) 

Objectton “In accordance with what will be shown under Sūtra 
€ — na tadvakyam ha tadarthatvat’ (11—vn—4), ıt must be admitted 
“that the said details of method tend towards the accomplishment 
“of the particular Apurva of the Agnishomiya onlv (and as such they 

cannot belong to the other animals) ” 

Reply Vu is not so, as the Rope is not a dicet subsidiarv of the 
Ammal, but that of the Post, as will be shown under Sutra—‘ yiipangam 
va tatsamskarat’ (TV-—ıv-—23) , and hence the Syntactical Connection 
would have to be explamed in the followmg manner ‘The details m 
question belong to that by which the two Tyings would be done’, and 
the way in which the Tying of the Post is done in connection with the 
Agnöshomaya, 1s exactly the same in which it is done in connection 
with the Savaniya, as the Post remains one and the same in both 
cases Because both these Tyings are recognised as a means to the 
accomplishment of Apitrvas , and thev could not be taken as resem 
bling the Darca Pirnamisa grass, in connection with the Pindapit 
yajña Thus then, on account of the difference from the Details 
of the said grass, the Details of the Rope should be taken as belonging 
to all the animals 
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ADHIKARANA (11) 
[The Amcu and the {dabhya belong to the Sadana ete] 


Ştia (32) “That which is laid down at a distance is not 
“related to the other quahfying Accessories, because of 
“non proximity ” 


In connection w th the above, we proceed to consider the question 
of the contradiction and non contradiction of Syntactical Connection 
and Context 

[Fo. the Jyotishtoma, we find laid down at a certam distance 
(1e ina different context), certain Vessels in the shape of the Amcu 
the 4dabhya and the like And there arises a question as to whether, 
or not, the qualifying accessories laid down in connection with the 
Vessels of the Jyoteshtoma, should be performed ın connection with 
those Vessels ] 

And on this question, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The qualıfyıng accessories of the Vessels must be regarded as 
‘pertaining to those mentioned in the same Context,——notwith 
‘standing the mdications of the Poston, and as such, they cannot be 
“regarded as pertaming to those that are not mentioned in the 
“Context (such, for mstance, as the {acu and the Adabhya) Conse- 
‘ quently, the performance of the acts in connection with these Vessels, 
“ cannot be related to the qualifications in question ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (33) It ¿s related to these accessories, as they 
are laid down for the sahe of the Vessels (of the 
Jyotishtoma), and the accessory is always due to 
those 
Inasmuch as the Context does not serve the purposes of differen 


tiation, the qualification must be regarded as pertamıng to those 
Vessels that help ın the accomplishment of the Transcendental Result 
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of the Jyotsshioma , and as such, being dissociated from the Vessels of 
Wine, they become confined to the Context Consequently, even those 
Vessels,-—vrhieh, though not mentioned in the same Context of the 
Jyotushtoma, are yet found to help in the accomplishment of the said 
Transcendental Result,--come to be connected with the qualifications 
m question in aocoldance with the previous reasoning based upon 
Syntactical Connection And hence the 4mcu the Adabhya, and such 
other Vessels (of the Jyotsshtoma, that are not mentioned in its 
Context) must be regarded as connected with the qualifymg Accessories 
(laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma Vessels) 


Sitra (34) (In the case of the Mait: dvaruna) the restric- 
tion would be due to Syntactical Connection (which 
is not the case with tne case in question) 


In the case of the preparation, etc, in connection with the 
Mat dva? una Vessel, we had the Conleat indicating the fact of the 
accessories belonging to all the Vessels, and hence ıt was onlv right 
that we should have taken them as restricted to that particular Vessel 
only, as indicated by the superior authority of Syntactical Connection 
In the case ‘n question, on the other hand, we have the Contes‘ 
indicating the fact of the details being restricted (to those Vessels alone 
that are mentioned in the Jyotıshtoma Context), while the fact of 
their pertainmg to all the Vessels is mdicated by Syntactical Connection 
(and hence it 1s the letter conclusion that 13 accepted) Consequently, 
the case of the Marta uuna cannot be cited as sunilar to the one 
under consideration 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The Oiirini and other Bricks belong to the Fire.] 


Sūtra (35): The qualifications (of Bricks), as pertain- 
ing to the Sacrificial Fire, would belong to those also 
that are not mentioned ¿n the same Context; just like 
the qualifications just dealt with. 


[In a Context, other than that of the Sacrificial Fire, we find such 
Bricks laid down as the ‘ Cifrint,’ the ‘ Vajrint’ and the like; but in 
the Context of the Fire, we find mentioned such qualifications of the 
Bricks, as that ‘they should not be black, they should be entire’ and 
so forth; and there arises the question as to whether, or not, these 
qualifications belong to those Bricks that are not mentioned in the 
Context of the Fire. The Pérvapaksha being, that—“ they do not 
belong to those Bricks, for the simple reason that they are not in close 
proximity to them,”—the Siddhanta is that, inasmuch as these 
qualifications are laid down as pertaining to the Fire, they must be 
regarded as belonging to those other Bricks also; as these latter are 
as well connected with the Sacrificial Fire, as the Bricks that are 
mentioned in the same Context with it.] 


ADHIKARANA (13) 
(The Mana, Upüvaharana and the rest belong to the Soma only ] 


Sūtra (36) The Conditional, not being equal (to the 
Nitya) would not take wn all that ıs laid down an 
connection with the Nitya (obligatory) 


[In connection with the Jyotshioma, we find the sentence “ Sa yadi 
Rajanyam va Varcyam va Yüşayel, sa yadı Somam vibhakshayrshét, 
nyagrodhastibhirahrtya iah sampishya dadhant unmrjyya tamasmar 
bhaksham prayacchinna Somam’ Then again, in connection with the 
Jyotushtoma, we find certain accessory details with regard to the Soma 
—sueh as, its Mana, Upavaharana, Ksaya, Abhishava, and soon And 
with regard to these, there arises the question, as to whether these 
details belong equally to the Soma, and its substitute, the Phala 
amasa, laid down in the former sentence, as to be given to the 
Kshatriya sacrifice, or to the Soma only 1 
And on this question, we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ İn the last two Adhtkaranas, it has been shown that the Details 
“ bemg due to the particular purpose served, belong to all, and the 
“ Phalacamasa also being a substitute for the Soma as the sacrificial 
“ material, serves the same purpose as the Soma, and hence the 
“ Injunction of the details of Suma must be regarded as common 
“ to both (the Soma as well as the Phalacamasa) , just as the Injunction 
“<: Vrihön prohshatt” pertains to the Vri, as well as to its substitute, 
“ the Yava”’ 


SIDDHANTA 


İt is only right that the Details of the Vrihe should be done in 
regard to the Yava, because “oth are equally optional alternatives , 
and as such are equally transient in their character As for the Details 
of the Soma however, they are taken up, as necessary factors by the 
Transcendental Result of the Jyotwshtoma , and as such, it 1s absolutelv 
necessaıy that they should rest in an equally necessary and unchang:ng 
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Substrate And as a matter of fact, ıt ıs the Soma, and not the 
Phalacamasa, that 1s a necessary factor in the Jyolsshioma , because the 
latter does not appear when the Sacrifice is performed by the Brakmana 
while as for the Soma, it is present ın all performances of the J volssh 

toma , even in that by the Kshatriya, its substitute in the shape of 
the Phalacamasa, 1s brought in simply for being eaten by the Sacrificer, 
and for no other purpose If the substitution of the Phalacamasa had 
meant the total setting aside of all Soma from the Sacrifice, then, 
inasmuch as the Soma would be absent ın the performances by the 
Kshairyya and the Vasçya, it would not be a necessary factor in the 
Jyotvshtoma , and as such it would equal, in that respect also, the above 

mentioned Phalacamasa Asa matter of fact, however, we find that 
the Soma 18 absent only from the Cup of the Sacrificer (in the case 
of a non Brahmuna Sacrificer) , and it is present ın all the other Cups, 
and hence ıt must be regarded as a necessary factor in the Jyotsshioma, 
consequently the Details can never have an existence apart from 
the Soma (and thence from the Jyolzshtoma) 

Question ‘If such be the case, then, how could the accessory 
““ details due to the Soma be applied to the Phalacamasa *?”’ 

Answer By reason of the latter fulfillng the functions of the 
former 

Question ‘Is this reason—the fulfilling of sts functrons—some 
“ thing apart from, or included in, Direct Injunction and Implication ?” 

Some people hold ıt to be something wholly distinct, but, if if 
were so, then ıt could not be recognised as authoritative , consequently, 
we must regard it as included in Implication 

Question “ How could there be an Implication in regard to the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma itself) (as 16 is only 
‘with regard to the Subsidiary and Modificatory Sacrifices that 
“ generally we have recourse to Implications) ?” 

Answer It 1s quite true that we could not have Implications mn 
regard to an Original Primary , but that ıs the case only when the 
accessories of one action arc attributed, by Implication, to another 
Action , for the simple reason that one and the same Action cannot 
by itself, be taken as an Original Primary, as well as a Subsidiary 
Modification In the case in question however, we find that it 18 the 
Accessory detail of the Substance that ıs attributed, by Implication 
and it is a perceptible fact that there may be different substances for 
the yame Sacrifice (for the sake of the different castes of Sacrifices) 
And just as a Sacrifice, standing in need of certain acc casors detuls 
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takes up these latter, from out of those belonging to another action,— 
so, ın the same manner, ıt could take up the Substance also Thus 
then, the Injunction bemg—‘ One should make the Sacrificial Material 
out of the Phalacamasa,’ there arises the question as to how it is to be 
done , and the answer to this 1s that—‘ ıt should be done in the same 
way as the Soma ,—thıs answer presenting itself to our mind, by 
reason of the presence ın our mind of the previously conceived Soma, 
as also on account of similarity and thus it is that the Accessory 
Details of the Soma become applied to it 

Question “€ When, in accordance with the Pérvapaksha as well as 
“ The Siddhanta the accessory details of the Soma come to be attributed 
“ to the Phalacamasa,—what would be the use of the present Adh 
“ karana 8” 

Answer Even though they are so attributed, yet, just as m 
other cases, what is Directly Enjoined finds a place in the performance 
whereby a certam definite result 1s sought to be obtained by means of 
a particular substance, while what 1s Implied does not find a place in it, 
so, in the same manner, in the case in question also Then again, we 
could bring forward the Sūtra ‘ Novrttavad dravya bhédat’, as showimg 
the use of the Adhikarana Thatis to say, these accessory details of 
the Soma, that are based upon its Pounding, Measuring, ete , and which 
are known as leading to a distinct result (m the shape of the Apūrva of 
the /yofsshtoma, vould never accomplish this Result, when mherig m 
the Phalacamasa (and not ın the Soma) All that the Phalacamasa 1s 
meant to accomplish, is the mere form of the Sacrifice , and as such, it 
could take up only such details of the Soma as are calculated to help 
in the fulfilment of that end, and not those that tend to the accom 
plishment of the Result, and hence, these latter details could not 
apply to the Phalacamasa 

The above reasoning also shows that there is to be an Uha 
(change in the Maniras, m the case of the Phalacamasa) that1s to say, 
the Context of the Action bemg the same, inasmuch as there 1s no 
Injunction with regard to any Substance un general, there could always 
be substitution of the substance actually employed, and as such the 
word ‘ Soma’ 1s changed into other words (‘ Phalacamasa’ and the like), 
because of the meapabılıty of the word ‘ Soma’ (bemg used in connection 
with a Sacrifice at which the Substance emploved 1s Phalacamasa, and 
not Soma) 
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ADHIKARANA (14) 


[The accessory details of the Principal are to be employed in the 
case of the Substitutes also ) 


Sutra (31) “Simalar 98 the case with the Substotute” 


(The Veda lays down certam substitutes for sacrificial materials , 
fı the Nivara as a substitute for the V?229, m case this latter be stolen 
(and no other alternative substance such as the Yava be available) and 
with regard to these there arises the queson as to whether these 
substitutes are equally related to all the accessories laid down in 
connection with the original substance, or not ) 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


ee What has been said in the foregoing Admkarana applies to the 
“ present case also (1e just as the accessories of the Necessary do not 
“ belong to the Conditional, so also those of the orginal substance 
‘do not belong to the Substitute) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (38) Tt os not so, the Substitute would be like the 
Original, as ¿t serves exactly the same purpose 


If the Nivara had helped in the Action, by its own mherent capa 
bility, then ıt could be connected with the accessories, only on account 
of its fulfilling certain functions of the Orginal aubstance (and as such 
it could not be equally related to all the accessories of the original, as 
we have found im the case of the Phalacamasa and the Soma) Asa 
matter of fact however we have no authority for taking the Nivara as 
a direct auxiliary to the Action ıs the substance that ıs laid down 
as such an auxiliary is the V??29 , and people tike up the Navara, only 
when no Vrihe (or its enjoined alternative, Yava) 18 available , and that 
too, because of the presence, ın the Novara, of certain properties 
that belong to the Vrike and which properties are what the performer 
18 anxious to get hold of (in the absence of the exact Vreha) and itis 
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only as the inevitable concomitant (a substrate) of those properties, 
that he ıs led to take up the species of corn, called ‘ Ntv@ra,’—which 
latter 1s not taken up as a Direct Auxiliary, to the Sacrifice The said 
accessory properties of the Vri are enjoined directly , and hence the 
Nivara must be regarded as equally related to these, specially as we 
shall show later on that we do not cease to have the idea of “ Vrihi’ 
with regard to the Nīvāra, under the Sutra ‘ samanyantaccrkirsha hi ’ 
(VI—in—27) [tis with a view to all this that we have the declaration 
in the Sutra, that the Nivara would be like the original Vriha 


Stra (30) Also because of its not being lard down 
by a Scrrptural Injunction 


Some people take the Sara to mean that the substitute, not being 
enjoimed by the Veda, 1s brought in, only through its similarity to the 
substance that is enjoined , and hence too, ıt cannot be spoken of as 
fulfilling ceriaan functions of the Original 

But as a matter of fact, the substitute ıs not altogether devoid of 
scriptural authority , because it is actually laid down for the supplymg 
of the deficiency ın the Original substance (caused bv theft, ete) If it 
were whelly devoid of scriptural authority, it could neve: be taken up) 
nor would its abandonment cause anv discrepancy in the Sacrifice (even 
though the Original may have been stolen or otherwise spoilt) 

For these reasons, we must explain the Sūtra ım the following 
manner Inasmuch as the species “ Niva@ra’ 1s not laid down m any 
Scriptural Injunction, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions 
of the Vriha, while as for the Accessory details of the Vrihe, we find 
that it 3s impossible for all of these to be brought in their complete 
ness, as laid down by the Injunction of the Principal, and hence only 
a portion of them has been brought ın, as resting in the Nivaras, through 
the Injunction of the Vrihe , but this 1s done simply because there was 


no ether purpose to serve, and not because thev fulfil the functions ot 
the Vrihi 


ADHIKARANA (15) 


o 


[Even m regard to those Substitutes thet are directly laid down, 
the qualifying accessories of the Original should be applied ) 


Sätra (40) The declaration of the Accessory 98 meant 


to preclude the bringing in of other substances as 
substitutes 


[We have the sentence—‘ If Soma be not available, one should 
pound the Puétka’ , and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the details laid down in connection with the 
Original Soma, are to be applied to its substitute, Putika | 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“If by the mere fact of the Nara not being enjomed by 
“ scriptural texts, ıt cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions (of 
5 the Vrihe) ,—then, as iegards the Puftka, masmuch as it is found to 
““ be directly enjomed, and as it is not a constant concomitant of the 
“ Sacrifice (bemg laid down as to be employed only under certam 
“ conditions), —ıt must be regarded as fulfilling certain functions of the 
“Soma, just lke the Phalacamasa (and as such, according to 
« Adhakarana 13, the accessory details of the Soma could not be 
‘© applied to it)” 


SIDDHANTA 


If the text had pointed out the Putika as the means of accomplish- 
mg the Sacrifice, then, we could take it as fulfilling certain functions of 
the Soma , as a matter of fact however, such 1s not the case 

That 1s to say, the text lays down the Putika as the substance to 
be employed, ın case the Soma got for the sacrifice should be stolen or 
spoilt, and ıt does not lay it down as actually helping m the per 
formance of the Sacrifice Consequently this serves the purpose of 
hmitting the choice of substitutes,—the sense being that ‘if all the 
properties of the Soma cannot be obtamed, and it be necessary to 
bring in even a portion of those, we should call ın those that are found 
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to exist ın the Putika’, as will be explained later on, under the Suiras 
‘Nyamarthah koacıd vidhith’ (ViI—im—16), ‘ Tanmityantacerkirsha hi’ 
(V1—ın—17) 

For these reasons, the species of “ Puitka’ cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Sacrifice —ıt bemg brought ın simply as the substrate 
of the properties of the Soma Consequently, even though it 1s directly 
laid down, 1ts case must be regarded as similar to that dealt with in the 
foregoing Adhvkarana 

Consequently the purpose served by this Adhikarana is the same 
as that by the previous one, hence, ınasmuch as the notion of 
Soma 1s not wholly absent from the said substrate of its properties 
(ie the Puttka), even those who would desire certain results as follow 
ing from the particular accessory substance (Soma) could take up (in tts 
absence) the Putzka also 

Others hold as follows ‘‘ The said desue for results is dependant 
“ upon all the inderdual properties of the particular accessory (Soma) , 
“ and as such people could not take up the Puitka, which does not 
“ contam all those properties Inasmuch as it is absolutely necessary 
““ to begin the performance of a necessary action,—and as ıt is equally 
“necessary to finish what has been begun —it is quite possible, an the 
““ case of a necessary action, to speak of 1t as duly completed, even though 
“ıt may be wanting in certain small details In the case of the 
“ Kamya Action, on the other hand, masmuch as 1t1s never begun with 
“a substance that ıs only laid down ao a substitute for the original 
“ substance, ıt could not be spoken of as complete, unless all the 
“ properties of the original substance were present And for this reason, 
‘it must be admitted that the Puttka can never be employed by 
““ persons desiring certain results to follow from the use of Soma” 

As a matter of fact, however, when we have begun the performance 
of an action with a certam definite substance calculated to lead to the 
desired result,— if that Substance should become stolen, or otherwise 
destroyed,—vve do employ a substitute which is laid down oniy for 
such contingencies Thus then, masmuch as it would be necessary to 
finish the Sacrifice (that has been begun), ıt would be completed all the 
same, whether the remaining portion of ıt be done with a substitute 
or a modification of the Original substance And the present Adh- 
karana also serves the purpose of showing whether there 1s to be an 
Uha (modification in the Mantra) or not (in cases where we employ 
the substitute) [That 1s to say, if the Puttka were regarded as a 
substance wholly distinct from Soma, then there would be an Uha,— 
while if it were not so regarded, then there could be no Uha ) 


ADHIKARANA (16) 
[The Accessories of the Dikshaniya, etc , belong to the Agnishtoma 1 


Stra (41) ‘The Samsthas (Lerminuses of the Jyotish- 
Stoma) are all equally rclated (to the enjoined 


9) accessorves), aS all of them occur an the same 
66 Conteat.”’ 


The Jyoltashioma has been held to cor sist of four Termenuses, made 
up of several repititions of the maivy offerings of Vessels and Cups, 
and over all these Terminuses pervades the character of the Jyotish- 
toma Just as whether he be sitting, or walking or sleeping Devadatta 
all along remains ‘ Dévadatia’, so, m the same manner, the disappear- 
ance of one Terminus, and the appearance of another does not make 
any difference ın the applicability of the name ‘Jyotsshtoma’ As for 
the Terminuses themselves, they are ncompatible with one another, 
but the character of the “ Jyotsshioma’ 1s compatible with every one 
of them This Jyotıshioma has been laid down as to be performed 
for the acquiring of a certa’n desirable result,—in the sentence—‘ one 
should pertorm the Jyoteshtoma Sacrifice for the acquiring of Heaven” 
Similarly, the Terminuses, the Ukthya and the rest, also are laid down 
with reference to distinct results,—in such sentences as ‘ one desiring 
cattle should get hold of the Ukthya,’ and so forth 

With reference to such a Jyoteshtoma, the Veda lays down such 
accessory details as the Dikshantya and the rest And with regard to 
these details, there arises the question as to whether these have been 
laid down with reference to the Jyotıshioma as constituted by all the 
Termınuses, or only to that consisting of the 4gnishtoma Terminus only 

“This propounding of the question 1s not quite proper Because 
“at the tıme that the Details are laid down with reference to the 
“€ Jyotushtoma, it is not spoken of as qualified by any of the Term 
«nuses Even if some such qualifications were mentioned, no sigüifi- 
cance could be attached to them, as they would be qualifications of the 
“ subject of a proposition (1 e that with reference to which something 
ee is lad down) Nor could the fact of the Terminuses the Ukthya 
‘and the rest, taking up an accessory justify oui speaking of the 

197 


1570 TANTRA VARTIKA ADH III—PADA VI—ADHI (16) 


“€ Jyotishtoma itself taking up that accessory Because these Termi 
« nuses also lead to distinct results of their own, and as such every one 
ee of them would have itsown procedure wholly to itself, and as for the 
“€ Tyoteshioma it could only serve as the substrate of all these, and as 
‘auch would occupy only a secondary position , and as such it could 
‘not be recognised as capable of taking up any accessories Then 
“agam inasmuch as the sentences—‘ one should perform the Jyotish 
“toma, for the acquiring of Heaven’ points to the fact of all the details 
e of the Jyotihtoma bemg equally related to all the Terminuses, any 
“ specification of the Agmshtoma only’ would be absolutely meaning 
“ less ” 

In view of these arguments, we must put forward the question in 
the following words Are the Details laid down meant for the Jyotish 
toma only or for the Ukthya and other Terminuses also? The Bhashya 
also may be thus explamed as really putting forward the question in 
this same form 

Though the Details are taken up by the Termimuses yet inasmuch 
as these themselves have not the character of action, it 1s the Jyotish 
toma which, serving as their substrate, becomes the means by which 
they take up the details , and ıt 18 with a view to this fact that the 
Bhdshyn says ‘Kim sarvasamstham J yohshiomam prakriya ’,—the sense 
of the question bemg whether the Details are laid down with reference 
to that which serves as the means and leads to a desirable result (1e 
the Jyotishtoma), or to that which simply leads to a desirable result 
(1e the Terminus) When the details are laid down for the Jyotish- 
toma only, then ıt comes to belong to its particular terminus of the 
Agnishtoma, which is the one Terminus peculiar to it, and which is the 
only one of the Terminuses that remains behind, and it 1s for this 
reason that the name “ Jyotishioma’ 1s applied to that Sacrifice as 
resting in the Agnishtoma Terminus In the case of the Ukthya and 
the other Termmuses, though they have the capability of taking up 
the Jyotishioma, vet this capability is not clearly indicated, as to 
whether the Details taken up by the Ukihya, etc , belong to, the Jyo 
iishtoma, through the fact of this latter serving as the means of the 
former, or only through its own capability of bringing about the desired 
result As for the Agnishtoma Terminus, however, it is the one par- 
ticular subsidiary that specially belongs to the Jycishioma, and hence 
the fact of the Agnzshioma taking up the Details can be spoken of as 
the Jyotishtoma itself taking them Consequently the putting forward 
of the question in the Bhashya cannot be said to be altogether improper 

Inasmuch as the fact of the Accessory belonging in common to all 
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the Te? munsises 1s admitted by both parties,—the Purvapaksht holding 
them to belong, by Dnect Injunction, while the Siddhantı holds that 
they belong, by Implicatzon to the Ukthya, ete , while to the Agnish- 
toma alone they belong by Direct Injunction,—the question speaks 
of ‘ Direct Injunction’ (as the difference of opmion is with regard to 
this alone) 

On the question above stated, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


The Details ate laid down as belongmg, m common, to the 
< Jyoteshtoma and to the Terminuses, because all of them belong to 
“the same Context The Jyoteshtoma leadmg to a distinct desnable 

result, there arises, with regard to this, a desire to know its procedure , 
‘and hence ıt takes up, m ats procedure, the Details, on account of 
“their being laid down m close proximity to 1t,—and not because of 
“ the fact of its bemg Jyolsshtoma And inasmuch as this proximity 
“ is found to apply equally to the case of the Terminuses also, they 
“ must be regarded as equally related to the Details in question 
ce And as ıt 1s only when there ıs no trace of Direct Injunction that 
“€ we have recourse to Implication, we must regard these Details as 
“applying to all the Terminuses by Direct Injunction 


Sūtra (42) “Also because all of them e spoken of 
“as equal ” 


“1 The Vedic text, laying down the Disposal of the Remnant of 
‘Butter, distinctly ındıcates the fact of all Terminuses and the 
“Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) as equally related to the Context For 
“instance, we have such sentences as—‘ Yadyagnishiomo yuhotn , 
“yadı Ukthyah, tëenawa geshéna paridhimanakty yadı Atwratrah , 6tadevo 
“ Homayajuryamagne prisu martyan itv japan havirdhanam pratipa 
““ dıyta” All these specifications with regard to the said Disposal 
“ distinctly shows that all Injunctions of accessories pertain equally to 
“ the Jyotishtoma and its Terminuses ” 

‘This however looks like an Inference from Analogy, and as such 
“ not quite admissible Tf, through Syntactical Connection, something 
“lad down in the Context (of the Jyotsshtoma), be taken as related 
“ to the Terminuses,—then, can there be a connection with a relation 
“ship that ıs wholly unconnected? We have seen, on a former 
“ occasion that the mere fact of the Dvadagaha being related to the 
“€ Ahina did not lead us to take the details in connection with the 
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“ Remnants, as belonging (being subservient) to the Ahina, specially 
“as the force of all declarations ıs spent up over what ıs directly 
“ expressed by the words 

“ Hence, we have recourse to the following explanation If that, 
" which is laid down in regard to the Jyoteshtoma in general, belonged 
“to its one particular Terminus of the Agneshioma only,—then m that 
“ case, the Disposals laid down would have been recognised as subsi 
“diary to the Agnishtoma, even if this latter were not mentioned 
“specially Asa matter of fact however we find this also mentioned 
““ (just ın the same way as the other Terminuses) , and this leads us to 
“the conclusion that the accessories (such as the Disposals spoken of 
“aie not laid down with specific reference to the Agnishtoma only) 
“ And this (specific mention) would not be possible, if the Context 
“ belonged equally to all the Terminuses If however, the Context be 
““ taken as belonging to the Jyoteshtoma only then there would be no 
“sense in the re mention (of the Agnzshioma, m the sentence laving 
“ down the Disposals) [as ‘ Jyotzshioma’ has been spoken of as synony- 
“mous with ‘ Agnishioma’| While if the Context belonged, m com 
“ mon, to the Ukihya and the other Terminuses,—then ıt would be 
“ only right to speak of the Disposal with regard to each of them, 
““ with a conditional ‘2/’, on the othe: hand, if the Context did not 
‘belong to these Terminuses, then, even without the word 2’, the 
“relationship of every one of them (with the particular Disposals) 
‘would be readily recognisable, just as in the case of the sentence 
“ Duadagahinasya’ With regard to details laid down in the Context 
““ of the Jyotuhioma, we could not have such conditional declarations 
“as that ‘yadı Jyotshtomah, etc’, As such conditional declarations 
“are possible only when there are several things available at hand 
“ (equally cononectible with the Details m question) For this reason 
“ also, we must regard the Conteat as belonging equally to all the 
“ Terminuses 

“H _There 1s yet another sentence indicative of the same conclu 
“sion “ Agnéyamajamagnishioma Glabhéta, Arndragnamukthyé dvite 
“yam, Amdram Viishnim shodaçını trtyam ? This mention of the 
“ “second” and thard’ 1s explicable only when all the Terminuses are 
“ equally related to all the enjoined accessories, as it is only in that 
“ case, that all the details directly spoken of m the previous part of 
“ context would be connected with all the Terminuscs mentioned m 
“ the latter part, otherwise if the Termmuses were regarded as second 
“ary modifications, then, masmuch as there would be only one such 
“ detail (the Aandragna £1) laid down in connection with one Ler manus 
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“(f1, the Ukthyw), 1t would bar the applicability, to the same 
“ Terminus, of all the other details, the 4gnzyafi, and hence there 
“would be only one such Detal with each Terminus [While, in 
“accordance with the sentence just quoted, we should have the 
s Agneya goat only at the Agnishoma, the Agnéya as well as the 
“€ Aundragna goat, as the second, at the Ukthya, and these two, together 
« with the Aindra Vrishni as the thud, at the Shodagz] 

‘Objection ‘Even though these Details (of the goat) are directly 
““ mentioned (in connection with all the Terminuses), yet, masmuch as 
“one Terminus could not be present in the other, the Detar laid 
“down in connection with the previous Terminus could not enter into 
“e the other Because whatiscalled Agnishtoma’ is that sacrifice which 
‘ends with the Agnishtoma Hymn, and not that which merely contains 
“that Hymn, and similaily that which ends with the Ukihya Hymn 
“ could never be finished at the previous Terminus , and hence, in that 
““ case, we could not justify the use of the words ‘ second ” and “ third,’ 
«n accordance with any theory (either the Purvapaksha or the 
“€ Saddhanta) ’ 

c Reply True, it would have been equally mexplicable for both 
€ of us uf the Goats had been specialised by the Terminuses only Asa 
“ matter of fact however, thev are based upon the presence of parti 
“ cular Hymns, and as such it is quite possible for the detaus to be 
‘‘taken together İt 1s this what the Bhashya declares as a well estab- 
“ shed fact, in the sentence ‘ Doğ he tatra nemitte, Agnishiomasiotram 
€ Okthyastotranca’ 

€ Queston ‘When all the words, Aynishioma, Ukthya and Shodaçı, 
“are equally spoken of as applying to the Terminuses as well as to the 
“ Hymns,—how ıs it that you hold the partıculaı goats to be prompted 
“by the Hymns, and not by the Termmuses ? Asa matter of fact, we 
€ find that ıt ıs the Terminuses that, as serving the useful purpose of 
“ bringing about distinct results, are more readily capable of bemg 
“€ taken as the prompting causes of the goats ” 

“Yo this question, some people make the followmg reply 
“ (1) Even though the words are common (to the Hymn as well as 
“to the Termenus), yet, it is with a view to a more extensive scope of 
“ the scriptural text, that we take them as specified by the Hymns 

“ (2) Or, the words are applicable to the Termmuses as qualified 
“by the particular Hymns, and hence so long as we can take the 
“animals as prompted by the previously cognized qualifications 
“ (Hymns), we cannot rightly take it to be due to the subsequently 
“ cognized Terminus 
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‘(3) Or, m accordance with the Akrtyadhskarana (1——80 et seq ), 
“the words denote the Hymns directly, while the Terminuses, they only 
“ mdicate indirectly , and it is only when the acceptance of the directly 
“ denoted ıs incompatible that we can have recourse to what 13 indirect 
“ ly indicated And the Hymn also can be taken, through the presence 
“ of the Locative affix (in the sentence ‘agnishtomé alabheta”), as the 
“ promptıng cause Even though the Hymns may not bring about 
" distinct results, vet, on the sole strength of Direct Declaration, we 
“ could, quite reasonably, accept them as prompting causes,— just as 
“in the case of the ‘breaking’ (in the sentence ‘ bhinné juhot’) 

“(4) Oı, lastly, we accept the Hymns as the prompting cause, m 
“accordance with the Sutra‘ sandigdhéshu vakyacéshat’ (1—ıiv—29) Even 
“though the Terminuses from the Piincipal Denotation (of the words 
“ ° Agnishtoma,’ etc) yet we accept the Hymns as the prompting 
“ cause, through indirect interpretation, based upon the Vakyacesha 
“(ie subsequent sentences bearing upon the subject) That ıs to say, 
‘in continuation of the sentence, ‘dégnéyamajamagnishioma Glabhéta’ we 
“ find the words “ Agnéyo hyagonshtamah’, and the meaning of this is 

‘that the Agiéya goat ıs to be employed at that Agnishioma which 1s 
“ Agnéya (that which belongs to the Deity of Agni), and then ve find that 
“qt is the Hymn, and not the Terminus, which be:ongs to the Deity o 
€ Agni, which is the Deity to whom the Hymn is addressed As fot the 
Terminus, ib consists of the cessation of operations , and as suchitisa 
“ negative entity , consequently it could not be required by the Deity 
‘“‘ Then again, as for the Deities appearing in connection with the various 
“ repititions of the Sacrifices, those also pertam to the Hymn, and not to 
““the Termnus Noi could the Repitition itself be taken as the 
“ “ Terminus’, because what is signified by the root san + sthā’ ıs the 
‘* state of indifference that follows after the completion of an Action 
“ Nor could one thing (the Termmus) be spoken of as connected with 
“ the Deity of anothe: (the Hymn) 

‘ The same mav be said with regard to the Ukthya and the Shodagi 
“ In fact by certain sentences, such as ‘ Aindagnani U kihyüna ” ıt 19 
‘clea: that these refer to Hymns, and not to the Terminuses, because 

these latter are neve: spoken of as ‘ UAthyane ” 

‘ Thus then the specification of the Goat. bemg due to the 
“ Hymns, it is only right that they should be employed together 

Objection ‘Even if we regard tle £ kthya etc , as mere second 
“ary modifications, imasmuch as the sacrifices ot the animals (the 
“ Agneya goat, etc ) lead to invisible (transcendental results), they could 
“ never be performed ın the place of one another, and hence ıt would 
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“ be only natural for all the animals to be employed together Because, 
‘16 18 not necessary that a Direct Declaration should always set aside 
“ that Declaration whose existence can only be a matter of Inference , 
“as a matter of fact, there can be such a rejection only when there 1s a 
‘“‘gontradiction between these, and a contradiction is possible only 
“ when (both the Declarations, Direct and Inferential) pertain to one and 
“ the same subject That ıs to say, if the mere fact of one Declaration 
‘being duectly mentioned in the Veda were the sole reason for the 
“ getting aside of all other declarations bearing upon the question, there 

would be nothing that would not be set aside,—no matter whether ıt 
“ pertain to the same Sacrifice or to others, whether it bring about 
“ visible or invisible results and whether ıt occur in the same process 
“or not And certainly this is very far from desirable, and hence 
“ the joint employment of all the goats is quite compatible with both 
‘ theortes—as will be explained under the Stira ‘ Prakrislingasamyogat’ 
“ (X—iv—1), as also under the Siira ‘ Prajapatyeshucamnanal’ (X— 
‘yv—6), where it will be shown that those that are not incompatible with 
““ one another can be taken conjointly ” 

“To the above, the followmg reply is made We have, m the 
“name ‘ Savaniya,” a word indicating the connection of these with 
‘the Original Primary, all these (several Goats) being spoken of by 
“ means of the word ‘ Savantya ” And hence, through this common 
‘Name, all of them come to be regarded as performing the same 
‘‘function And as such there 1s a distinct contiadiction which tends 
“ to onc being set aside by the other 

“€ Objectzon ‘ If such be the caso, then, even in a case where certain 
‘things are equally related to a number of enjoined details, there 
“would be a possibility of the setting aside of the General bv the 
“€ Particular because the Animals spoken of first, being recognised as 
“ having a more extensive scope, come to be taken as general, while those 
“ spoken of later on, being more limited in their scope, are taken as 
‘particular, and certainly the general, which is more extensive in its 
‘scope, 18 always set aside by the Particular, whose scope 18 limited ” 

“To this some people make the following reply It is only the last 
“ of all which, having no scope at all and thus beng the most particular 
"ofall, would set aside all the rest , and the middle one could not have 
“any such rejective potency Becauso even though their scopes may 
“ vary, their authority and means of cognition remains the same Fo: 
‘instance, the Aynéya goat, bemg employed at the four Terminuses, 
“18 ‘common’ (or general), and so is the Avndragna also, which 
“ belongs to three Terminuses And tho effort necessary for getting 
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“at the former is just the same as that for getting at the latter As 
“ for the Ewe (the last of the animals mentioned), however, it does not 
“ matter even if ıt be due wholly to the Ter minus itself , because there 
“ig no other Terminus of the Jyotishtoma beyond that (at which the 
“Ewe is employed) and as such, there could be no rejection of this 
“last one 

“This explanation however is scarcely admissible For even 
“though there be no rejection, yet it could be taken only as an option 
“al alternative, because we do not find anv case where two things, 
“serving exactly the same purpose are both employed at one and the 
“ same time (according to the law ‘ Pulyartharamvikalpah) And thus 
“ you have a most undesirable Noose, as it were, on each side of yourself 
“ That is to say, 1f, for the sake of their bemg taken together, you admit 
“ of even the slightest difference in their functious, then this conjoint 
“appearance would be quite possible, even in accordance with the 
“ theory that the Terminuses are mere modifications of the Jyotishtoma, 
“ and then, if, fo. the sake of showing that in this latter case, there is 
“ a rejection of the one by the other, you admit the functions of the 
‘‘two to be exactly the same, then, even ın accordance with the 
“ theory that all the Termınuses are equally related to the enjomed 
“ details, there could be no conjoint employment at all, just as in the 
“ case of the Vith: and the Yava, nor would the declaration of conjount 
“ employment support the Pürvapaksa only, the Siddhanti also 
“will speak of 1t--in Sira 45,—only on the strength of an Indica 
‘tive Force, which he puts forward as Dwect Declaration, simply 
““ because there ıs no other way for it 

““ Hence, ıt becomes absolutely necessary for us to mdicate some 
“such pomt of difference as would show the Purvapaksha, and 
“ not the Siddhanta theory to be supported bv the said ‘ Declaration ’ 
“ And this point of difference is as follows In accordance with the 
“ Purvapaksha, all the Animals would be equally present ın all the 
“subsidiaries, and the mere name (‘ Savantya’) could not preclude 
“ them, as they would have been brought in bv reason of tnat fact 
“ That is to say, all the Animals would be liable to be employed at all 
‘the Termınuses, and hence, the absence, ın the previous Terminuses, 
“ of the Animals mentioned subsequently, would be due to the simple 
“fact of there bemg no cause for their presence at these , but the 
“ previously mentioned Animals would certainly be employed at the 
“ subsequently mentioned Terminuces as there would bea direct cause 
“ for this, specially as this is dist.nctly mdicated by Syntactaical Con 
“nection And then, the question being as to—-(1) whether we should 
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take all of them to be syntactically connected, by the name (‘suvantya’) 
“ and then take them either as setting aside one another, or as optional 
‘ alternatives, or (2) in view of the fact of all of them bemg employed 
“conjointly, as mdicated by Syntactical Connection, we should take 
“every one of them as serving distinct functions,--we cannot but 
“ conclude, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, that they should 
“ be all employed together Just as in the case of the Prayaas and 
“the Anuyajas, even though they have a single name, yet, on the 
“ strength of Syntactical Connection, they are taken as having distinct 
““ functions, and as such, to be employed conjointly 
“ In accordance with the Siddhanta theory, on the other hand, 
“ they would have to be taken as having the same function, ın accord- 
“ ance with the indication of their common Name, while by Implica- 
“ tion, they would have distinct functions, and as such they would be 
“ employed conjointly , but, ınasmueh as the Name, forming part of 
“ the Direct Injunction, would be endowed with superior authority, 
““it would be necessary for us to take all of them as serving the same 
“ function , and then, there being a contradiction amongst them, they 
““ would set aside one another Asa matter of fact, every modification 
“ (as the Sıddhantı regards the Terminuses to be) stands m need of some 
“ words indicative of 1ts Original Primary , and hence the animals could 
‘be taken as serving the functions of one another İn the case of the 
““ Parvapaksha however, every one of them bemg equally related to the 
‘Injunction, there can be no presence of words mdicative of any 
“ Original Primaty , and hence, in this case, there is nothing that could 
“lead us to take the Animals as serving the functions of one another 
““ Some people explain the point of difference between the two 
“ theories, ın the followimg manne: In accordance with the Pirvapak 
“ sha, we regard the actions to be distinct, on account of their being 
ee related to such Deities and Substances as are independent of one 
“ another, while in accordance with the Siddhanta, what is done by the 
“ sentences is merely the laymg down of certain accessories, with 
“ reference to the sacrifice pointed out by Implication , and hence there 
‘ would be only one sacrifice, and no second, or third 
“ But though this Injunction of Accessories may be possible, in 
‘the case of the Aindragna Animal, yet, ıt could not be possible in the 
“ case of the Aindra Sarasvati , as the [Injunction of several Substances 
“and Deities would involve a syntactical split , and hence in this case, 
“ the Actions could not but be regarded as distinct ” 
“ For this reason, we ofter the following exvlanation The 
“ question beng as to—-(1) whether the distinct action laid down should 
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“ be regaided as leading to a distinct A pirva, or (2) only as helping in 
“ the accomplishment of the Apérea of the original Savansya Sacrifice, — 
ee we are led to the conclusion that, masmuch as the only use of the 
Action possible 1s that with reference to the previously ascertained 
“ Apirva, it is not proper to assume another Apurva, and then to take 
“the Action as bringing about this latter Similarly, in the case of 
“ the Apurva of the Sarantya, the hability of whose performance is shown 
€ by Imphication,—at the time that it would be seeking for the means to 
“ its accomplishment, it could not abandon the directlv enjomed Sava 
‘““niya, and take to an altogether different Savaniya , as in all cases, 
“a new factor 18 admissible, only when the original ıs found to be 
“absolutely madmıssıble As for the operation contamed in the 
““ Sacrifice, it has its relationship definitely ascertained bv means of the 
“ Original Apöroz , and as such, it cannot be taken as related to any 
“ other Apirva 

“Question ‘How could the other Savantya, not having its 
‘ potency definitely ascertained, help in the accomplishment of the 
“Original Apirva 1” 

“ Answer Exactly m the same manner as in the case of the 
“ Pürvapaksha, the other Apūrra leads to the operation of the Sacrifice 

‘Question ‘What then would be the difference between the two 
“€ theories ?’ 

“ Answer When the Sacrificial Operation stands in need of 
“ Apürvas, then, in that case, the Apūrva of the Modificatory Savaniya 
“ıs not duly recognised, and hence the said operation could fall 
“in with this Apirva When, hovevet, it is the Apūrva that stands 
“in need of the Action (Sacrificial Operation), then, inasmuch as we 
“ obtain the idea of a distinct Action, connected with the word ‘ Sava- 
niyo’, which is indicative of the Ungmal Primarv,—it rejects the 
“ Original Action As regards the Original Sacrifice, there are opportun 
“ities, in 1b, for assuming distinct Apérvas , and hence we assume four 
“distinct Apüztas as following ın the wake of the four Savaniyas that 
““ are laid down And among these it is not distinguishable, which of 
“ them 1s assumed before the other, and which, for this reason, could 
““ be related to another means (Action) Specially as, at the time that 
“we are looking mto the Actions, what we are cognisant of are the 
“mere forms of the Actions themselves, and simultaneously with 
‘these comes the assumption of the correspondmg Apūrvas, and 
"“ thus also no differentiation is possible Tn the case of the Siddhanta 
‘however, 16 13 distmectly recognised that it is the Orginal Apirva 
“that ıs the first to be assumed , and hence ıt being absolutely neces 
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“sary to abandon some one of the Actions, it 18 the Original Action 
“ahat is found capabie of bemg abandoned, and hence, in this ease 
‘we would have the rejection of this Original Action 
“ Objection ‘In accordance with the S:ddhkania also, we find that 
“ the subsequent Termınuses are mere modifications of the Agnishtoma 
2 uu —and not that they are modifications of one another, and 
‘as such it is only the Agnaya goat (connected with the Ah ishtoma) 
‘that would be set aside by the others, and hence, ın regard to all 
“ of them, what should have been asserted is that—no second could be 
“ percewed , and hence, wherefore should ıt have been declared that 
“ no third 2s perceptible 1? 
“ Reply This objection does not affect the case , because if what 
“ the Bhashya meant to declare were the non-percepinon of mutual rejection, 
“ im the case of the Armdiagna ard other Animals, laid down with 
“ regard to other Actions,—then such a declaration would be wholly 
“ groundless (as there ıs no rejection of the subsequently mentioned anı- 
“ mals) As a matte: of fact, however, it speaks of a mere ‘non 
‘perception’, and this is quite applicable to all the thiee animals, 
“as the first, the Agnéya, is actually rejected, while as for the 
‘‘middle ones (The Aondragna and the Andra Vrishni), there is no 
“possibility of the presence of these (and so there would be non 
“ merception of all the three) And thus too, the Agneya would 
‘be rejected , and this is what 1s meant by the declaration—‘napirvah 
“ pürvah paréna, etc’ 
e“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that all the Terminus 
“ es are equally related to the enjoined Accessor, Details ” 


SIDDHANTA 
Sutra (43) The Terminuses are mere modifications 
(of the Jyotishtoma), because, beeng spoken of in 
connection with distinct desirable ? esults, they aire 
equal to the Nitya 


The Ukthya and the other Samsthas, being so many particular 
Terminuses, bemg laid down as leading to distinct desirable results, 
stand ın need of a substrate with an end, and as such they enter 
into the Original Jyotishioma, by modifying its mherent Terminus 
of the Agnishioma , and it 1s for this reason that they are spoken of as 
its ‘ Modifications ” 

Objection * Itas itis only when the Ukthya, etc , have become 

ev dowed with the character of 7e? mənezses, that they stand in need ot 
“ eomethıng with an end Asa matter of fact, we find that, they have 
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re no such characte: of ‘ Terminus,’ before they have been connected 
‘‘with the Jyoishtoma, as the word ‘Termmus’ stands m need of a 
““ beginning and a meddle Then, if that Connection with the “ Jyotish 
‘6 toma be the first to be established, then, m that case, they would, 
“from the very beginning come to be recognised as being subordinate 
“€ to the Sacrifice, and as such they would have no connection with 
“ any result desired by man , and as this would constitute an equalely 
“urth the Nitya ( sa nityasya samaivat’) they would cease to be known 
“as ‘modifications’ ‘hen again, the Holdmg, ete (of the Vessels), 
“ bemg distinctiy laid down with reference to a distinct Result, how 
“ could we recognise any connection between the Termimuses and a 
‘“‘desirable Result 1” 

I To this some people make the following reply Even ıt there 
be a connection of the Holding, etc, with the Result, the present 
Adhakarana would be quite explicable and reasonable , as the question, 
in that case would be as to the Injunction of Details being for the 
sake of the Jyot.shtoma or for that of the Holding, etc And as 
for the word ‘Terminus’ (‘Samstha@’), masmuch as these Holdings, 
etc , are laid down at the end, they have a distmet relationship with an 
end, and as such, the name “ Samstha ’ (Terminus ”) can very well applv 
to them ‘That ıs to say, we have the Injunction of these, in the passage 
“ One desiring Cattle should hold the Ukihya , one who desires power 
and virility should hymn by means of the Shodags, etc’, etc, wherein 
we find one action (Hymning fı) laid down as appearing at the end of 
the previous Action (the Holding), and as such these Actions come 
to be spoken of as other ‘ Termmuses ’ 

II Other people offer the followmg explanation In the case in 
question, the Holding, etc , are such as are already known to be perform 
able, as subsidiaries to the End leading to a distinct desirable result , 
and hence, the sentence quoted being only meant to be an Injunction 
of the relationship between the particular means and consequences, 
the Holding, ete , are mentioned merely by way of reference, Just like 
the actions of ‘ nervapaty’ and dlabhah ” Because when the Injunctive 
potency of the Affix (ın “ ghniyat’) has been transferred (to the 
Name), the toot ıs used simply for the sake of that affix (being 
used), and hence the Result would follow from (and belong to) the 
Name,—yust as in the case of the ‘ Desire tor sense efficiency ” 

Objectton ‘In the sentence, nhthyun gp hmöyül” on account ol 

the distinct expression of the co extensiveness (ot the Name‘ Ukihya’ 


‘with the action of Holding, etc ) the Name would belong to these 
“ Holdings, ete only ” 
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Reply : Itis not so ; it is the End itself, which, through its connec- 
tion with the Ukihya Hymn, is called “ Ukthya ;” and this is applied, 
figuratively, to the Holding, which is connected with that End. And 
so long as a word can be taken in its direct sense, we cannot take in 
it in any secondary or figurative sense. And as a matter of fact, we find 
that the words ‘ Ukthya,’ etc., are always used as co-extensive with 
the word ‘ Ya/ğa ” (Sacrifice),—e.g. (1) ‘Ukthyéna yayela” ‘ Ukthyo 
yajiah’ , (2) ‘ Shodagina yağale” ` shodaçt yağüah” : and as there is 
no such sacrifice as the Shodact, the use of this name in the last 
sentence is based upon the fact of its denoting the End (or Terminus), 
which is not altogether distinct from the sacrifice itself, and not upon 
that of its denoting either the Holding or the Hymn. ‘Then again, 
the Masculine gender of “ Shodaçt could be explicable, only if it 
denoted the Terminus € samapti’); as it is only a word in the Neuter 
gender that could denote the Hymn (Stotra). As for the Masculine 
gender that we sometimes find used in connection with the Hymn,— 
e.g., ‘ Bkavimgah shadagt ’—that should be regarded as a figurative use. 
Consequently, inasmuch as, in the case in question, we find the word 
‘ shodaçi’ (in the Masculine gender), in the subsequent. portion of the 
sentence, we conclude that it denotes the Terminus (3) Then again, 
we have the sentence—‘ Aliratréna prajaka mam, --where the word 
‘Atiraira’ is found to bo distinctly denotative of the Terminus. 
Because there is no other action mentioned in this; as for the root 
‘yajt’ (to sacrifice), that (oo is used only as subservient to the 
signification of the Causative affix; and it would involve a deal of 
trouble to take it as the predominant factor. Consequently the 
sentence cannot but be taken as pointing out the connection of the 
particular Result (obtaining of offspring) with that Terminus which is 
reached after the night is over. If the Result were connected with the 
Floiding and the Hymn, then, inasmuch as they are independent 
actions in themselves, they would not stand in need of any other 
action; and hence they wonld have to be performed independently 
by themselves. And in that case we could not find any use for their 
mention in the particula: Context; nor could we find any explanation 
for the use of the words (/kihyu,’ etc. For this reason also it is the 
Terminuses that lead to the particular results. 

Question: “ How could there bea Terminus, before its connec- 
“ tion with the Sacritive ? ” | 

I. İn ansver to this. some people quote the Smriti text- There are 
seven Terminuses of the Some, (1) the Agnishtoma, (2) the Atyagnish- 
loma, (3) the Ukthya, (4) the Shodaci, (5) the Atiradtra, (6) the Fa/apöya, 
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and (7) the Aptoryama,’—which distinctly shows that the word 
“ Samstha’ signifies the Ter menus of all Soma offerings, and as such it 
excludes all other Sacrifices, save the Soma sacrafice, and there too, 
through Context, ıt comes to rest ın the Jyotishioma 

II Others, however, offer the following reply In the course of 
a certam particular Repitition of the Jyotshtoma, we come across 
another Termanus, which, as soon as it appears, comes to be known 
by the names of “ Ukthya,’ etc , and becomes connected with certam 
definiteresults And through the superior authority of Direet Declara 
tion (which connects the Terminus with distinct desirable results), 
we reject the fact of these being subservient to the Sacrifice, which 1s 
indicated by the Context As for the relationship of the Contamer 
and the Contamed (subsisting beween the Terminuses and the Jyotish 
toma Sacrifice) that is accepted, on account of its being quite compat 
able with the aforesaid Direct Declaration 

III With regard to the present question, there ıs yet another 
theory , it ıs as follows At the very outset, a certain action, spoken 
of by the words “ Ukthya,’ ete, becomes connected with a certain 
desirable result (by means of the sentence ‘ Pagukama Ukthyam 
grhniyat’) And then, on seeking after this particular action, we come 
to recognise, through another Direct Declaration, a particular Terminus 
of the Jyotushioma as that Action 

TV Or, the Ukthya is a particular Repitition of the Jyotushioma 
itself , and, through another Declaration, it enters at the close of the 
Jyotishtoma and as such, comes to be laid down with reference to a 
particular desirable result , and then it comes to be called ‘ Samstha ’ 
(‘Termimus’) by ieason of the fact of the Sacrifice being completed 
ın or by, that partıculaı Action 

V Others hold that “ Samsiha’ (‘Terminus’) 1s the name of 
that cessation of action which follows afte: the last Repetition of the 
Jyotushtoma Sacrifice, and masmuch as that cessation has not the 
nature of an action it could not be the means of bringing about 
a desired result, and hence the sentence laying down the Samstha 
must be taken as enjoming the sacrafice cnatacterised by the presence 
of that cessairon 

VI There 1s vet another explanation offered by some itis this 
Inasmuch as there 1s nothing too much tor Direct Declaration, there 
could be no incongruity in the fact of a negitive entity (the cessation 
of action) being laid down as the means of leading to a definite result 
In fact, we do often find such decluations as that—‘ the not dowg 
of the enjoined, as well as the doing of the prohibited’ ete —which 
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distinctly speaks of a negation, the nol dong, vs causing sinfulness 
Or, ve can regard the cessation from achun as involvmg a postive 
menial action, in the shape of a determination to remam inactive , and 
thus there can be no such incongruity as urged above 

Then, as to how a definite result follows from an accessory detail 
and how the Nitya action is modified by the Accessory calculated to 
bring about a definite 1esult,—we should refer to the ‘Indriya kama 
dhakarana” (11 ——-n—95, ete Jand the Godohanadhtkarana’ (11J—vi—10) 
This is what is meant by the Bhashya declaratuon—‘ In such cases w 
find results following from the Accessories’ In fact, the Vedic declara 
tion also that we have is that ‘one desiring Cattle should get hold of 
the Ukthya’ and not one who desires the Jyotishtoma > or the holding 
of the Lkthya’ And this distinctly shows that the Udthya (as bring 
ing about a definite desirable result) cannot be regarded as subservient 
to the Sacrifice Because, if ıt were subservient to a Sacrifice, then, 
even without the word Kama’ (‘ desiring”), the Ukihya would be 
recognised as something that should be done, for the simple reason of 
its helpmg in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice If what ıs meant 
to be done ıs the mere geting hold of the Ukthya, then it would be 
implied by the very nature of things that the Injunction is meant for 
one who desires the holding of the Ukthya,—that is to say for one 
who would be seeking for the due brmging about of the mere holding 
of the Ukthya But both these contingencies are avoided by the addi 
tion of the word kama’ 

Thus then, bemg meant to bring about definite desirable results, 
the Ukthya and the other Termimuses must be regarded as modifications 
(of the Jyotsshioma) ,—m accordance with the Law relating to the 
Milking Vessel (111—vi—10) And when we come to consider the 
question as to the process by which they should be performed, we find 
the process of the Jyotishtoma pomted out, by Implication, as that to 
be adopted ın these cases 

Question In what way ıs the process of the Jyotshioma 
“ taken up by the Termmuses £ (1) 1fıtıs by Froximity, then all of them 
‘ will have to be regarded as equally connected with the enjoined 
‘details (and this would not be acceptable for the Siddhanit) Nor is 
“mere Prowmity enough reason for the Implication (of the presence of 
«the accessories of the original sacrifice at its Modifications), as such 
‘Implication will be shown late: on to be due to Similarity (2) Hu 
“ be by reason of then serving the functions of the Joytishtoma,—then, 
o all that we can say 1s that the causal efficiency of this fact has been 
‘already set aside Nor are the Dikshaniya etc, details belonging to 
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“the Terminuses, and hence they could not be transferred from one 
€ Permmus to the othe: serving the functions of the former Nor do 
“the Ukthya and the other Terminuses serve the functions of the 
“ Jyottshtoma , and as such they could not obtain the accessory details 
“ of this latter sacrifice (3) The same reasoning serves to set aside 
“ the view that the Process comes in by Implication that ıs to say, 
‘©one who holds that the Details of the Jyot:shtona would come m at 
“ the Terminuses, by Implication, for him also there would be no 
“ sımılarıty, to serve as the basis of that Implication Though the 
“ Agnishtoma has a certain similarity with the other Terminuses, vet 
“ there is no sort of similarity of the Jyotishtoma to the Ukthya and 
“ the other Terminuses and hence the Jyotsshioma cannot be regarded 
“ as the Original archetype of these Terminuses—(and hence the Pro 
1“ cedure of that Sacrifice could not come into these latter, through the 
“Implicatory Injunction that the Modification should be done in the 
“ same way as the Original’) It ıs for these reasons that the Author 
“ of the Bhashya has kept silent with the mere declaration that it 
““ was due to Proximity And hence it becomes all the more incumbent 
“ upon you to explain the difficulties raised above” 

Answer That this is a case of Implication we have already shown 
above Nor ıs Sımilarıty the only ground for Implication That is to 
say, we have already shown, in connection with the sentence ‘Dadhnéndrt- 
yakamasya juhuyat,’ (under Sutras [I—1u—25 ei seq ), that even without 
wmilarity, we have an Implication (of the accessories of Homa), for 
the simple reason that, without the Homa the result spoken of could 
not come about All that Similarity could do in such cases, is to point 
to the particular Original Sacrifice (whose Accessories would come into 
the Modifications in question) , and it could not do anvthing in the 
shape of bringing in any transcendental aid to bear upon the sacrifices 
Hence ın the case ın question, even without similarity, the Jyotyhioma 
comes to be regarded as the substratum of the Termimuses, on the sole 
ground of Proximity Its this ‘Proximity,’ and not the Proximity of 
the Dikshaniya, etc , that has been spoken of ın the Bhashya Because 
when the Jyotishtoma has been accepted as the substratum of the Ter 
minuses, it can very well indicate the presence of such of its operations 
as are due to the Apirvas of the Dikshaniya and the other details, and 
this establishes the fact of there being an Implication of these 

Question € How is it that the Procedure in question is taken as 
““ belonging to the Nitya (Jyotishtoma) only, and not as belonging to 
“ the Kamya (Terminuses) only, or to both m common ?” 

The theory held by the Questioner ıs that the Procedure belongs to 
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both m common, the alternative--that ıt belongs to the Kamya 
only—has been pub forth simply by way of a bold assertion, made on 
account of the unbearable character of the aforesaid S:ddhanta theory , 
the sense of the Question being as follows “If without any reason, 
“ you declare that the Procedure belongs to the Nitya only, then, why 
“€ should you not stick to the more reasonable theory that ıt belongs to 
“ the Kamya only ? If you do not accept this latter view, because of its 
€ not having any reasons m support of 1t,--then you should accept the 
“ only reasonable view, that the Procedure belongs, in common, to the 
“ Natya Jyotishtoma as well as to the Kamya Termmuses If with- 
“ out any reasons, you should persist in holding that the Procedurs be- 
“longs to the Niya only, simply because you wish it so,—well, in 
€ that case, why should not it be taken as belonging to the Kamya 
“ only, because we wish it so? If this latter view be rejected for want 
“ of reasons in support of ıt, then you should accept the strictly 
“ reasonable view that it belongs to both” 

The Author of the Bhashya,—not brooking this swaggering ex 
aggeration, and thinking that the Arguments, brought forward against 
the theory of the Procedure belonging to the Kamya only would be of 
use in the refuting of the last alternative theory, that ıt belongs to 
both,—proceeds to refute the former theory, ın the sentence—" yaira 
yatra gune kamah, tatra tatra kriyayam sadhya-manayam nanyatha ° 
The sense of this 1s that, if the Accessory, could, bv itself (indepen 
dently of all Acton), take up the Procedure (made up of the Dekshansya, 
etc ),—then what you say would be possible Butthe Accessory could 
take up the Procedure, only if this latter were connected with the 
Instruments only, or 1f the Accessory itself were the qualification of 
the Bhavana As a matter of fact, however, we find, that the Pro 
sedure ıs not connected with the Instruments, as has been shown above 
and at the begmning of Adhydyas VİT and IX also, it will be declared 
that—with regard to the Bhavana, there arises a question as to ‘ how 
it is to be accomplished,’ and not as to ‘how, by means of the Insiru- 
ments 1b 18 to be accomplished’ That Bhavana, in which the Instru- 
ments consist of that which 1s denoted by the Verbal Roots,—m suck 
a Bhavana alone, do the Instruments, mdependently of everything 
else, attain to the subsequent relationsnip of the Procedure, indicated 
m accordance with the Law of the Arunakahayani’ (Sütras WI—1— 
12, etc) But in the case of that Bhavana where the Instrument con 
sists of the Accessories, —ınasmuch as there could be no Instru- 
mentality without a particular Root meaning, there is alwavs a need 
for something definitely expressed by the verbal Root, which would 

199 


1586 TANTRA VARTIKA ADH WI—-PADA VI —ADHI (16) 


serve as the object to be accomplished , bevause mere activity in general 
could not be brought about by the Accessories Nor is the Accessory 
capable of serving as a general Instrument, unless it has served to 
accomplish a particular action Consequently at that particular 
Bhavana, whe.em the existing Accessory takes up the Procedure, the 
denotation of the Root 1s found to take the very first place And 
thus, the two—the Root meaning and the Instrumental Accessory—come 
to be regarded as iestiicting ot qualifying one another, just as in the 
case of the “ Arunakahdyanr’ (Sutra H1——12) Ifthe Root-meaning 
were not capable of taking up the Procedure, then ıt might not take 
ıb up Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the Root meaning 
leads to 1 distinct desirable result, and serves to qualify the Bhavana 
which is the way to the taking ım of the Procedure, and as such 
it could not but take up the Procedure 

And thus all the tollowmg four agencies lead to the taking up of 
the Procedure by the Root meanmg (1) without the particular Root 
meaning the Bhavana is not capable of taking up the Procedure , (2) 
the Accessory also is not capable of doing so until it has brought up 
the Root meaning because there can be no Bhavana whollv indepen 
dent of the Root meaning , and because it 1s absolutely impossible for 
the mcre action ‘to do’ to be performed , and lastlv, because the Acces 
sory itself 1s not an action, (3) the Procedure also, betaking itself to 
the Accessory cannot reach it, after having passed over the Root 
meaning, and as such it fallsinto this latter, (4) the Root-meanmg 
also, being by itself, in need of the Procedure ıs quite capable of 
taking 1t up even though 1t may have been meant for the Accessory , 
and as such why should it abandon that Pioccdure ? 

Thus then, m the case m question, the UAthya and the other 
Termimuses that are laid down with reference to distinct desirable 
results, being recognised as resting in the Jyotishtoma —when the" 
stand in need of a Procedure they find presented before them, bv the 
Context, such details as the Dikshaniya and the rest, and masmuch 
as these latter have no other way of reaching those, they mevitably 
enter into the Jyotsshioma Because the Ukthya, etc , being of the 
nature of Terminuses cannot, mdependentlv of the Jyatishtoma, take 
up those details, nor does the Jyotsshtoma give them up when they 
come to enter imtoit This is what is meant by the Bhastya declara 
tion—‘ nasau sadhyasyabhavanit sadhanéna sambandhyaté’ The parti 
culaı Procedure is enjoined in this way For the sake of such and such 
results, the means employed should be the Ukthya, ete and that ın 
such and such a way,’—1e in such a vay as to make it lead tu the 
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fulfilment of those results, and hence there being a touch of the verb 
“to do,’ there 18 a distinet relationship with the Bhavani Under the 
circumstances, there is no such way by which the Procedure could 
make the Ukthya, etc, efficient means of accomplishing the result, 
independently of the Root meanmg 

Though the word used by the Bhashya (page 385 lune 7) 1s asddhya 
manayam kriyayam,’ vet what is meant is “ ananugrhtiayam ’— the 
action not being aided’ Some people explam ‘tēna sadhyamanayam’ 
as Ukthyadina sadhyamanayam,’ but masmuch as this would m 
volve an abandonning of the previously mentioned Procedure, the 
whole would become entirelv irrelevant, and further, the mention of 
taira tatia knyayam sadhyamdnayam’ would be a useless repitition 
Consequently one who requnes a Procedure for the Accessory which 
would serve as the means, must admit that the Accessory belongs to 
the Root meaning, which is what has to be accomplished 

Having thus laid down the general definition, the Author applies 
it to the particular case under the consideration —" Saddhyacca Jyotish 
tomak’ (‘It is the Jyolshtoma that has to be accomplished’), and 
hence the Accessories cannot be regarded as belonging to the Kamya 
(Terminuses) only 

The opponent then put, forward the more Authoritative second 
alternative— ‘Why then should not the Accessories be regarded as 
‘belonging to both (the Nitya Jyotishtoma and the Kamya Ter 
“ miinuses) ?”’ 

The Siddhaniavadz replies— Because they are lard down as Nitya 
İn all cases a common relationship is possible only when there 1s 
some sort of uniformity , m the case in question however, we find no 
sort of uniformity in the relationship vorne by the Jotishtoma, and that 
borne by the Terminuses, to the Accessories in question Because the 
Accessories, not being connected with anv particular desitable results, 
are lari down as Nitya ,—and that would clearly show that the 
Dikshantya and the other accessors details should be performed only 
when we have the Jyofishtoma And even though the Jyote htoma 1s 
present, vet if there be no desire tor Cattle or other desirable results, 
there ıs no possibility of the Ukthya and other Termmuse> For 
certainly, ıt 1s not necessary to have one Te: minus while we are having 
the other Noi are these Ti rminuses evet: devoid of tue Jyolishtoma , as 
this mheres initscntnet, in everv one of them —just as the (lass does 
ın everv one of the Individuals (Consequently it must be admitted 
that the Accessory, Details as laid down are telated to the permanent 
Tyoh shtoma, and not to the fleeting Ter minuses 
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Obşechon “Even though the Termınuses are transient, yet, ın 
“ asmueh as they would have, mhering m them, the Nitya (perma 
“ nent) element of the J yotrshtoma, there would be no mcongruity in 
the Details, which are laid down as Netya (being related to the Ter 
“ mmuses) , as the Injunction of these as Natya would be duly observed 
“en connection with the inhering element of the Jyotwshtoma And 
c while this condition (of relationship with the permanent factor of 
“€ Tyotushtoma) 1s duly fulfilled there would be no harm in the Details 
‘being, at the same time, related to certain transient factors (the 
“ Terminuses) also Because it is only when that which is laid down 
€ as transient is related to the Permanent that that there 1s an 
“€ meongruity, and not in cases like those we are dealing wit z 

Reply Itisnot so, because this would mean an abandoning of the 
theory of common relationship (of the Details with the Nitya and the 
Kamya), because the Kāmyas are not capable of prompting the sald 
Details In a case where, without belonging to the Natya sacrifice, 
the Details cannot be laid down as permanent,—when the fact of its 
belonging to the Nitya bemg ascertamed, the requirements of the text 
are all duly fulfilled,—therr relationship with the other (1e the Kamya) 
comes about by itself, and thus too all of them (Nitya and Kamya) 
cannot be regarded as equally related to the enjoined accessories 
Otherwise, the Injunction of the Accessorv details would be in some 
such way as that—‘ These Details should be always done in connection 
with Jyotshioma, and at times, also when there should be a desire for 
Cattle, etc’, and this would mvolve a self contradiction, with regard 
to a single Injunction 

“Objection ‘ We can icsolve the Injunction into two parts— 
“ one inferred from the Context, and the other from Direct Declaration , 
“and of these one would lay down the details as permanent, and 
““ the other would enjom them as transient ”’ 

Reply True, the contradiction might be avoided by the difference 
in the Injunctions of the Performances , but there would be a distinct 
self-contradiction ın regard to the prompted ‘details), masmuch as 
they would be following in the wake of both the permanent and the 
transitory Thus then, with a view to keep mtact the permanent 
character of these Details (the Dikshantya and the rest), we must 
regard the takmg up of the procedure also to be permanent And 
thus those Details should be regarded as belonging to the Jyotishtoma, 
as it ıs with this that they are invariably concomitant 

Objection ‘ The Agnishtoma Terminus also is Kamya, and hence 
“all the Terminuses must be regarded as tiansitory (on the ground 
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“of their being Ka@mya) , and as there 1s no permanent form of the 
“ Jyotushtoma, apart from these Terminuses,—when the Jyotishtoma 
‘would take up the Nitya Details, all these would, through that 
“saciifice become equally related to all the Terminuses, and thus ıt 
“cannot be ascertained where (m which Terminus) we should have 
““ the Natya performance of the Jyot:shtoma , and hence we are faced, 
“ by the Law of Option, to the conclusion that, the Details in question 
“ belong to the transıtor: (Kamyc) performances only ” 

In reply to the above it 1s declared—‘ Sa mtyasya samaivat’ That 
is to say the two Injunctions—that of the Details pertammg to the 
Sacrifice itself as well as that of those relating to a desired result—are 
both equal, and hence looking into these two, we conclude, m accord- 
ance with the law ‘ ékasya tūbhayatvē samyogaprthakvam’ (/VN —ın—5), 
that ıt ıs as Nitya that the performance ending with the Agnrshtoma 18 
related to the Desire , while that which lays down the others (1 e the 
Ukthya etc) bemg merely related to the particular Desires are dis- 
tinctly transitory (optional), and here lies the difference between the 
two Injunctions 


(Sūtra 44 Because of repetition, they would occur 
un the Oregenal | 


Thus then, though the Ukthya, ete , are transient, as regards their 
performances yet on account of the Nitya character of the Jyotish 
toma and of the fact ot the Agnishioma Terminus also bemg Nitya as 
mvatiably accompanying the Jyotashioma,—which makes the Agmsh 
toma obtaın the subsequent portion of the Details taken up by the 
Jyotushioma —the Details m question come to be spoken of as ‘ be 
longing to the Agnishtoma’ Or, as regards the two fold presence of 
the Details at the Ukihya, etc that which would pertain to the factor 
of the Jyotashtoma would be enjomed directly while that which would 
pertain to the factor of the Ukthya and other Terminuses would be got 
at only by means of the Implicatorv Injunctions, ind this would con- 
stitute the difference (between the case of the Agnishtoma Terminus and 
that of the other Termini “es; 


Sati a (45) [The goats] could be employed together, 
because of the Direct Declaration to that effect 


[This meets the objection urged in Teat Page 1110, Line 201 


There us nothing too much for a qualifed Iniunction 
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Sūtra (46) Because of the preclusion of previous 
Indications 


We have the text—‘ yadı Agnishiomak juhote, yadı Ukthyah, 
paridhwanakl, na uhoti” € IE 1b is the Agnishtoma he ofiersin Homa 
the Butter-remnant , while if it is, Ukihya, he pamts the Parsdha stick 
with ıt, and does not offer at ın Homa’),—where we find that, among 
the Kratu karanas (the Instruments of Sacrifices), the Injunction of 
the subsequent 1s accompanied by a reterence to the negation of the 
previous one (‘ na juhotz’) and this would be explicable only m ac 
cordance with the view that these Terminuses aie modifications of 
the /yofoshtoma , because what 1s done by the text quoted is that it 
precludes (in the latter Sacrifice) what is found to be applicable to it by 
Implication (that ıs to say, the Homa has been precluded ‘na juhot 
in regard to the Ukihya, chiefly because the Homa was liable to bemg 
done m accordance with the law that ‘the Modification is to be done 
like the Original ) If the Termmuses were all equally connected with 
the enjomed Details then, imasmuch as the Duect cause (of Homa, ie 
the Agnrshtoma) would be in close proximity to the Ukthya, and this 
proximity of the Cause would necessarily bring in its wake the effect 
(m the shape of the Homa of the Remnant and Butter), and thus at 
the Ukthya, we would have both (the Homa as well as the Painting of 
the Paridhi) and m that case, the subsequent Preclusion or Prohibi 
tion (‘na juhott’) would be that of the previous distinct Injunction ) 
and that would give rise to asyntactical split (ın the sentence ‘yad 
Ukihyah, etc ,’ which would contam an Injunction of the Parning of 
the Paradha, as well as the prohibition of the Homa which has been 
enjomed m the previous sentence and whose connection with the 
Ukthya has been established by the Implicatimg Injunction) Nor can 
the sentence ın question be 1 egarded as containing a qualified Injunction 
like the sentence “ 4dgnéyamajam Aivbayna Ukthya Doitiyah 
elc , etc / as the Injunction and Prohibition are of such contradictory 
characters (that the one could not be taken along with the other) , nor 
is 1t possible for the sentence to be taken as a Paryudasa (a mere pre 
clusion of Homa) 

Then again, all that the Pūvapahkshiı has azad in regard to the 
Savamya animal can be used with advantywe m favour of the Sid 
dhania view As it is only when the actions jot Homa and Panting) 
are due to the Terminuses, that we can explun, on the ground of the 
absence of the cause (the particular Te:minuses), the mention of 
negation ( na juhot: ’) even if all of them were equally related to the 
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enjoined Accessorie», and m the case of the S:ddhanta also, masmuch 
as the two actions in question would be such as serve only imperceptible 
(trancendental) results there would be a hablity of both of them 
(Homa and Painting) being done, and in support of this we would have 
the Indications of the Name Kviatukarana,’ which would distinctly 
point to the Original Sacrifice 

Some people argue as follows “ The Homa that is laid down m the 
‘ text quoted is one that serves as the disposal of the Butter that has 
‘been left behind at the Pracarant Homa, and hence when this Dis 
“ posal will have been effected by the Painting of the Paridhi there 
“would naturally be a negation of the othe: Disgosal (by means of 
“ Homa),—even if the Terminuses were equally related to the enjoined 
‘ details (that 1s to sav, the aid Preclusion is quite compatible with the 
“— Pürvapaksha also)” 

But when we find the sentence laying down the Homa as an mde 
pendent action, it should he explained how we could regard it as a mere 
Disposal of the Remnant Then again, even though the Disposal mav 
be effected by the Homa, yet ıt would be quite possible for us to per 
form the other action of ‘ Pamting the Parad? ” also, m so far as what 
is directly denoted by the word ‘ Partdhyanjana’ (and hence the per- 
formance of one Disposal would not necessarily mvolve the Non pet 
formance ot the other) Consequently, the mention of negation 
(“na yuhoh”) must be taken as indicative of what we have shown above 


Sttra (41) The specific mention of one vs due to the 
presence Of pan ticular Accessories 


It has been agreed that—‘‘ that which is not an original Action 
“ (but a mere modzficaizvon), could not be spoken of with the conditional 
“eof ’—as mn the case of the Deddacaha’’ But the case of the Ukthya 
and the other Termimuscs under consideration is not similar to that of 
the other modifications Though in the case of these, on account of 
the mcompatibilitv of the connection of the Niya and the Kamya, 
the Context cannot take up the Procedure (of the Natya, with reference 
to the Kamya), yet masmuch as that would be m close proximity with 
it, ıt becomes necessary to make use of the conditional ‘if’ Or, ıt 
may be that, it 1s just possible for the unheard of Accessories to 
be brought ın as if they were heard of, through the mtroduction of 
a heard of Action to which those Accessories belong , and in that case, 
the mention of the Agnishtoma (in ‘ Yadyagnishiomah, etc), whose 
presence is already indicated by the Context, would be by way of a 
reference to the Nitya action Or, its mention may be taken as laying 
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down the fact of the particular action (‘Homa’) bemg due to the 
presence of the particular Hymn (of the Agnishtoma Sama), and there 
can be no incongruity in such a mention 

Then, there arises the question as to what ıs the use of all this 
Discussion (in the present Adhikarana) 

Some people declare that the use 1s exactly the same as ın the 
case of the Phalacamasa (Vide suiras 111—v—47 et seq) 

But with regard to this view we have got to say something, and 
it is this It 1 quite true that that ıs the use of the present Dis 
cussion but this would not be applicable to the case of all Accessory 
Details For mstance, all the details of the ‘Sadomana’ and the like 
which are laid down with 1eference to particular desirable results,— 
even though there be a likelihood of the presence of the other details, 
by reason of the Implicatory Injunction, yet inasmuch as the parti 
cular Details would be found to have a substrate (the Jyoteshtoma) which 
is enjomed by Direct Injunction, these latter could not be totally set 
aside, as in the case of the other Modifications Because at these other 
modifications, inasmuch as there ıs no substrate in the shape of the 
Jyotishtoma, ıt 18 readily admissible that the Actions, laid down as 
bringing certain desirable results through particular Accessories, are 
found impossible to be performed In the case of the Terminuses, 
on the other hand, though the Results spoken of as followmg from 
certam Accessories, are not apphed by Implication,— yet, inasmuch as 
the Man desiring those results would naturally wish to do that action, 
and hence long after the particular Accessories (laid down as bringing 
about those results),—there would be a possibility of the presence of 
the en)omed substrate (in the shape of the Jyotsshtoma) , and as such 
there would be no improbabilitv of the Actions leading to definite results 
through certain Accessories 

For these reasons we conclude that the use of the Discussion hes 
m the followmg fact There are certain accessories, not belonging to 
the orginal Jyolrshioms,—such as, the holding of the Ukthya Vessel, 
the particular Ukihya Hymns and Praises,—-which are due solely 
to the presence of the particular Terminus (the U kihya), and in 
accordance with the Pirvapaksha, it would be possible for us to have 
in this Terminus, the other details of actions calculated to bring about 
definite results by means of certain accessories introduced by the Im 
plicatory Injunctions of such details as belong to the other (Shodagi) 
Vessel and Hymn , whereas ın accordance with the Siddhanta this would 
not be possible 

There 1s yet another use of the Discussion, it is as follows If all 


waa 
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the Terminuses were equally related to the enjomed Details as (held 
by the Pirvapaksha) then, at those Sacrifices which are recognised 
Modifications of the Jyoleshioma (ın accordance with the law ‘ Vyaliasy 
iu samasya’), we would have all the Terminuses as optional alter 

natives while, in accordance in the Seddha@nta it is the Agnishtemn 
Terminus alone that could find a place at those Sacrifices, while as for 
the Details connected with the Ukthya and the other Termmuses, thev 
could be possible only in a case where we would have distinct Injunc 

tions of these Terminuses And herein hes the real use of the present 
Adhtkarana 


Thus ends the Sixth Pada of Adhyaya 111 


ADHYAYA III.—PADA VIL. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


[The Grass, etc., belong to the Darca-Purnamasa as well as to 
their Subsidiaries. | 


Bütra (1): “ Because of the particular Context, that 
“which is not connected (with Direct Declaration) “ be- 
“tongs to the Principal Action only.” 


In continuation of the subject of common or uncommon Injunc- 
tion, we proceed to consider,—through the question of contradiction. 
and non-contradiction of Svntactical Connection and Context, —the 
question as to whether the Altar spoken of in the Darca-Pirnamasa 
Context, and the Details of Digging, etc., laid down in connection with 
that Altar, as also the Grass and the Details of Chopping, ete., laid 
down in connection with it, belong to the Principal Sacrifices (of the 
Darga Pürnamasa) or to the Subsidiary ones. 

And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Though the fact of the Details in question belonging to the 
“ Principal as well as the Subsidiaries is distinctly shown by such 
““ general declarations as— Védyam havimshi, ‘ Varhsthi havimshi,’ 
“ “ Varhirluna, ‘ Vedim Khamati, —yet if the Details belonged to the 
““ grass, etc., independently, then they would have to be performed in 
“ connection with the ordinary grass also, i.e., that which is used for 
“ such ordinary purposes as the thatching of houses, etc.: but inas- 
“ much as such performance of the Details would be absolutely useless, 
“ the connection of those with the Grass should be regarded as due 
“to the fact of the grass bringing about a transcendental result 
“ (Apürva). And as this fact of its bringing abcub an Apiirva is not 
“ indicated by Syntactical Connection, it must be regardea as indi- 
“cated by Context. And inasmuch as the Context pertains to the 
“ Principal Action only, the Details must be regarded as belonging to 
“ this latter only. Even though the Context cannot serve the purposes 
“ of specification, yet it is only through the particular character of being 
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“ the Partaker (grahaka) that it serves to prompt the particular factors of 
““ actions ; and as such becomes the cause of restricting the Declaration 
“toa particular Action,—-as we have shown (under Sūtra II]—iii—11). 

“The word ‘asamyuistam’ (‘not-connected’) means that, even 
“ though Syntactical connection indicates the connection of the Havi 
€ and the Farhi, yet there is no connection with anything that is con. 
“ trary to (not in keeping with) the Context. That is to say, in the 
““ case in question, the words “ Havish’ and ‘ Varhth’ are quite capable 
“ of being taken in connection with the Context, and are not unconnected 
“ with it, like the Ahtna (and as such they cannot but be taken as con- 
‘‘nected with the Principal Action, to which alone the Context be- 
“ 1ongs).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (2): They belong to all; because the character of 
the Accessory is not based upon the Context. 


It has been already shown that all the Details are equally related 
to Syntactical Connection. 

It has been argued above, that “ the Context would serve the 
purpose of prompting the particular factors of actions.” It is in re- 
ply to this that we have the clause ‘ alatprayuktaivat’ ;—that is to say, 
the Context does not serve the purposes of the specification. 

Question: “ How can you set aside the well-established fact of 
‘* the Context serving the purpose of prompting the factors of actions ? 
“ How, too, can you accept the much faulty explanation of the character 
“of the Cesha (Subsidiary) as being in the form of Help, and not in 
“that of being for the sake of something else?” 

Reply : In cases like the present, the Context can serve the purposes 
of the prompting cause; because it has been shown under Sūtra 
111—411—11, that it is only that which is nol connected with the other 
means of knowledge that is controlled by Context (while in the present 
case we have the Connection of Syntax). 

Then again, it has been argued above that “ there is no contra- 
diction (between Syntactical Connection and the Context).”’ 

But why should there be no contradiction, when we find that, in- 
asmuch as due predominance attaches to the Havish and the Varki. 
if these accessory details were related to everyone of the Actions, they 
would come to be recognised as belonging to the Subsidiaries also , and 
this has got to be set aside in view of the Context. 

The opponent puts forward the reason by which he took the 
Contest to be aon-contradicted (by Svitaetion! Connection)-on aceount 
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of the too extensive application of this Syntactical Connection having 
been precluded ‘ The Details would come to be performed in connec. 
tion with the Varhi, etc , employed ın ordimary actions also, and at 
these, they would be absolutely useless ” 

To this we offer the following reply The Syntactical Connection, 
ın its natural functioning can be set aside from that only where it 
would be actually useless As a matter of fact, we find that the 
Details performed ın connection with Var)ə at the Subsidiary Sacri 
fices are not useless, and hence the Syntactical Connection would 
certainly apply to the case of the subsidiaiies, and there would be no 
improper application involved in this 

It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared ‘ Upakara 
lakshanam hi tat,’ which mdicates the subsodoary character as consisting 
of beng for the sake of something else (tadarthya) , as one thing 1s taken 
as being for the sake of another, when, with regard to the latter, the 
former ıs found, by reason of according a muc!: needed help, to be of 
use 

The Bhashya has used the wora ‘ prakaranat, with a view to 
avoiding of the too extensive application of the Syntactical Connection 
But this declaration, at the present stage, would bar the way of the 
objection contained in the next Sūtra, and hence it must be regarded 
as put forward too soon, and as such to be disregarded on the present 
occasion 


Sutra (3) Objection “They could be take themselves to remote 
“actions ” 


“Objection ‘ If the Details in question were to be precluded from 
‘the grass, etc , employed in the ordinary actions of the world, simply 
“ on account of their being useless in that Connection,—then, there 
“would be every possibility of these Details being introduced into these 
* Actions in connection with which they would not be useless,—f1 the 
“ grass employed at the sacrifices other than those of the Darga Püörna 
““ masa (and certainly these sacrifices would be helped by the transcen 
“ dental results brought about by these Details) If there be some reason 
“ for precluding the Details from such other actions,—then, the same 
“reason would apply to the case of the Subsidiaries (of the Darga 
“ Pita namasa) also (and hence the sud Details could not be related 
“ to these ‘ Subsidiaries) 
‘As for the Sawrya and other such Subsidiaries of the Darca 
“ Fü namdüsa, even according to the Pürvapaksha view, the presence m 
them of the Det ul are indicated by Implication , and hence it is the 
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“ < Pendapitryajna’ (of the Darça Pürnamasa) which, as being entirely 
“ devoid of the Details, either by Direct Injunction or by Implication, 
“ should be taken as the basis of the present Discussion That this 
“ Pendaptiyyajna is an entirely new sacrifice, and is not a subsidiary 
e will be shown later on (ın Adhyaya IX), and hence the acceptance 
“of the Siddhania view (with regard to this yajyfia) would lead to 
“ most undesirable consequences ” 


Sūtra (4) Reply Not so, because of the sentence (being 
Syntactically connected with the Daz çe Purnamasa),—as 
shown by the fact of its bering subse: vient to et 


What you say would have heen quite possible, if the sentence 
(“ Vedyam varhıh”) were an independent one As a matter of fact 
however, the sentence, that lays down the Grass, the Altar, and their 
various Details, is syntactically connected with the Darca Pürnamösa , 
that ıs to sav, with the sentence laymg down the Darga Pūrnamāsa 
And for this reason the Details laid down in these sentences must be 
regarded as belonging to those Grass and Altar, etc which are spokey 
of m the sentence that 1s so connected, and with those mentioned in 
other sentences As for the Paondapıiryayüa, it is not found to be 
mentioned in the sentence laymg down the Darga Pürnamdsa and as 
such it could never be related to these Details 

Objection ‘If the sentences be regarded as syntactically con 
“nected with the Darga Pūrnamāsa,—such connection could not be 
“ got at by any other means save the Context, and imasmuch as this 
‘ Context would pertam to the Principal (Darca Pürnamdsa) only, the 
““ Subsidiaries could have no connection with the Details m question ” 

Reply That does not affect our position , because the Details of 
Chogging, Digging, ete , cannot be directly connected either with the 
Darga Purnamasa or their Subsidvarzes , they can be present only in 
those places where we would have the Grass and the Altar , and these 
latter again are related to the keeping of the offering materials , and 
lastly, this keeping of the material also must be that which is spoken of 
in the sentence laving down the performance of the Darca Pürnamdsa 
Sacrifices as a whole And the keeping of the offermg materials m 
connection with the Subsidiaries also would be meluded im that 
Sentence, because all the Subsidi wies Vong the Primary Action go to 
nake up a single performance (and as such the Details would be is 


much related to the Primary Darca Pūrnamāsa as to their Sub 
sidiaries) 
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Objectxon ““ In the case of the Prayajas we find that even though 
“they are all ıncluded m the single Injunction of Performance, 
€ yet, m accordance with the Söira III—1—22, they are not regarded 
“ as subsidiary to one another, and mn the same manner the Grass 
“ could not be related to the offering matenals of the Subsidairy Saeri 
“ fices (inasmuch both would be equally Subsidiaries to the Darga 
“€ Purnamasa) ’ 

Reply It is not so, because just as the keeping of the offering 
material of the Primarv Sacrifice becomes connected with the Details 
m question, so, m the same manner, that of the material of the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices also becomes connected with them as the Subsi- 
diaries of the Subsidiaries If the meanmg of the sentence ‘ Varhishi 
Gsadayat.’ (‘keeps upon the grass’) were assumed to be that “the 
material 1s kept upon that grass which has been brought in for the sake 
of the Darca Purnamasa,—then alone could the Details be taken as 
belonging to the Darca Pūrnamāsa only As 1 matter of fact, such is 
not the case As when, m order to avoid the uselessness of the Details, 
we make ıt step beyond the mere form of the Darga Pirnamasa Sacri- 
fice, should we take them as referrmg to ‘ that grass which is brought 
in for the sake of the Darca Pürnamğsa, or to “that which helps m the 
accomplishment of these Siciifices ? If we accept the former alterna 
tive, then the sentence would become too limited ın its scope, while 
the latter alternative affords ıb a more extensive scope, and it 18 
incumbent upon us to accept that theory which should give the 
greatest scope possible to the sentence in question The Subsidiaries 
of Subsidiaries also are regarded as helping in the accomplishment of 
the Primary Saciifice, even though they may not be directly for the 
sake of this latter , and we have seen that it is the mere fact of helping, 
and not that of its bemg for its sake, that constitutes the ground of 
relationship , as when a detail is contained in that which does not m 
any way help the Sacrifice, it cannot accord any help to it, which can- 
not be said with regard to that which is not contaimed in that which 1s 
not for the sake of that This we shall explain latter on, under the 
Sutra IX—u—44 As a matter of fact, even without being tor the 
sake of the Primary, we find the Curd and the Milk merely helping 
in the Abhyuditeshiz , wd vet they become connected with the Details 
of the Pransta 

For these reasons we accept, on the ground of Context, the fact 
of the sentence in question being syntacticallv conrected with that 
which lays down the Darca Piurnamasa,—the construction being 
explamed as follows ‘Thoe, without the peformance whereof the 
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trenscendental result of the Dara Parramasa w not d:i weom 
plished,—in ul tnese, the Details in question should be performed ’ 
And inasmuch as we find the imperfections in the materials of Subs 
diary Sacrifices cvusing discrepancies in the Result of the Primary 
Sacrifice, we must admit the connection, with the subsidiaries also, of 
those Details which re due to the transcendent ıl result of the Primary 
Sacrifice 


Sūtra (5, Also because of Indications 


It ıs only when such Details, as those m question are accepted as 
belongmg to the Primiry as well as to the Snbsidiary,—that the 
“ Abhıghar ana,” spoken of ın the sentence Prayajaceshéna havimshya- 
gharayate,’ could be taken as belonging to both the Primary and the 
Subsidiary , and then alone could we justify the declaration Sa var 
dhruvamévagré, etc ) wherein we have an Order spoken of as a well 
established fact, and hence appearmg as a “ Héluvannigada’ (giving 
reasons for a certain Injunction, — Vide 1—n—26 ef seq) Because 
such a declaration could be possible only when there would be an 
Abhigharana of the material of the Ajyabhaga also (which ıs a Subs 
diary Sacrifice) Otherwise, foı the Dhruva also, we could have the 
Abhigharana only as connected with the Upameuyaja , and in that case 
there could be no further Abhegharanas, and as such, ıt would be 
absolutely useless to put forward the reason—‘ Tato he prathamavajya 
bhagau, ete’ 

For these reasons ıt must be admitted that the Deta:ls belong to 
all (the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries) 


ADHIKARANA (2) 


iThe Purifie tions of the Master of the Sacrifice belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice ) 


Stttia (60) That which is related to the Master of the 
s.ucpefece belongs to the Primary, because of the 
mention of Results 


The Details which are found to belong to the Master of the Sacri 
fice, in accordance with the Sūtra IlI—vin—4,—with regard to these 
there irises the question, as to whether they belong to the Master, in 
his cniricter of the Performer, and as such pertain to the Primary 
Sacrifice as well ys its Subsidiaries , or they belong to him, only in the 
character of the experencer of its results, and as such pertain to the 
Primary Sacrifice only 

And on this question we have the following— 


PURV APAKSHA 


“ According to the foregomg Adhiharana, they mist be regirded 
‘as pertainıng to ali (the Primarv as well as the Subsidiaries) 
“ Specially as belonging to the Master, who is equally related to 
‘all Srerifices, thev could help ın the accomplishment of all these , 
“ and there is no reason for precluding them from the Subsidiaries ° 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the follovıng reply The very reason that 
proves the fact of the Purifications belonging to the Master, would 
also serve to show that they pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only 

That 1s to sy, if the Details in question belouged to the Master 
in the character of the Pe? for mer, then they could be taken as pertain 
ing to all the Sacrifices As a mutter of fact, however, we find that 
they belong to him in the character of the Zaperiercer of the Result of 
the Sacrifice Then agam, we find that a neglect of the Purificatory 
Details would interfere with due experiencing of the Result , whereas 
even without these details, there 1s no discrepancy in the character of 
the Performer And (if the Details belonged to the Performer), they 
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would belong to the Priests also as these also would be the Performers, 
of certain Actions in connection with the Sacrifices Then again ıt 15 
only with reference to a certain desired result, that one wishes to 
create certain capabilities (or powers), and that too only ma place 
where these capabilities did not exist before And as a matter of 
fact, what is desired is not the Master’s Character of the Performer , 
nor was this Character non existent, m him, prior to the performance 
of the Punficatory Details It is only the Actions bringing in certam 
capabilities that are called ‘Samskaras’ (Purifications) , and as such 
they always betake themselves to the factor of the Experrencer of the 
Result 

Then again, when the result of a certain Action is experienced by the 
Master, the Purifications pertaining to the character of the Eepertencer 
help ın that Action alone, ın none other And as a matter of fact, it 
is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, and not that of the Subsidiaries, 
that 1s enjoyed (or experienced) by the Master, as the Subsidiaries 
affect the Sacrifices only (and do not bring about any results for the 
Person performing them), and hence ıt must be admitted that the 
Purifications m question belong to the Primary Sacrifice only 

Objection ‘ If the Purifications did not fall within the character of 
the “ Performer, then they would become Subsidiaries to the Result 
(and: that would be against the Sūtra ‘ Phaladevatayocca IX—1—14’) ” 

Reply This does not affect our position , because the help that 1s 
accorded to the Primary Sactifice consists in that the Performer ıs 
made capable of experiencing its Results Consequently, just as there 
we many other Subsidiaries bringing about imperceptible results which, 
while creating a capability for experiencing results, do not fall off 
from their subsidiary character,—so, in (he sume manner, we would 
have in the case of the Purificatory Details unde: consideration 

The use of the present AdhzLarana is that, in accordance with the 
Pürvapaksha, there would be,—and according to the Siddhanta, there 
would not be—the shaveng of the head and such other actions for the 
Master, at the Agnishomtya and other such like subsidianes of the 
J yotushioma 


ADHIKARANA (3) 


(The Saumika Vedi, etc , belong to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiaries ) 


Sutra (T) “ Because of connection with the ‘desere to 
do,’ (they should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only) ” 


[In connection with the Jyotehtoma we find the sentence — 
‘ Shatirmcatprakrama pract, Caturvimeateragréna, trmcajjaghanéna yatı 
yakshyamahé’, and with regard to this there arises the question as to 
whether the Altar, the Details of whose measurements are herein 
laid down, belongs to the Primary as well as its Subsidiaries, or to the 
Primary only ] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


‘In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
‘Adhikarana, the Saumika Altar is regarded as belonging to the 
‘Primary Sacrifice only, specially as the sentence “ İyafı gakshyamahe 
“© syankarlum’ distinctly shows that it is laid down for that which one 
‘* desires to do’ Because what one ‘ desires to do’ ıs the Primary, 
‘which leads to a desirable 1esult,—and not the Subsidiaries, which, 
‘though not directly “desired to be done,’ are yet done as helping 
“ the accomplishment of the Prmary ” 

Before having completed this Adhikarana, by putting forward the 
Siddhanta, the Author starts another discussion 


ADHIKARANA (4) 
[The Touching belongs to the Primarv as well as the Subsidiaries ] 


Sutra (8) So also (on account of connection) with Name, (the 
““ Touching should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only)” 


[In connection with the Darga Pirnamasa we find the sentence— 
“ Caturhotrü paurnamasemabhimreet, pancahotra Amavasyam’ ( Catur 
hoti?’ is that name of the Mantra ‘ Prithvi hota, etc , and Pancahotri 
of ‘ Agnerhota, etc, etc’) And with regard to this there arises the 
question as to whether the Touching herein laid down belongs to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary only ] 

And on this question, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


‘Inismuch as the words ‘ Paurnamas?’ and “ Amavasya’ apply 
“ to the Primary Sacrifices only, even though they might be applicable 
“ to the Subsidiaries in accordance with the Sutra 111— 1—18, yet—thev 
“ are applied to the offering materials used ad the Primary Saciifices 
‘< Consequently it 15 the Offering material used at the Primary Sacrifice 


“only that ıs to be touched with the Caturhotra and the Pafcahotri 
“ Mantras ” 


SIDDHANTA (of the former Adhtkarana) 


Stra (9) The Result ıs dec lared as followung from the 
Primary as pei formed along with the Subsidiai ves, 
and hence the ‘desire to do’ would be related to all 
of them. 


In as much as the Altar ıs a particular place, and place and tome 
are laid down for the Primary together with its Subsidiaries, the Alza? 
(the details of whose measurement are laid down m the sentence 
“ Shatirmçaiprathama, etc’) belongs to all the Sacrifices (the Primary as 
well as the Subsidiary) 

As for the mention of the ‘ desire to do,’ that too must be taken 
as pertaining to the Primary togethe: with the Subsidiaries, as the 
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fulfilment of the Result depends upon the due performance (of the 
Primary together with its Subsidiaries). 

Consequently, the Altar being regarded as belonging to the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries, it might belong to 
these latter also. And hence the making of the Altar would be 
necessary at the Niridhapacu and other such Sacrifices, which are the 
Subsidiary Modifications of the Agnishomiya. 


SIDDHANTA (of the latter Adhakarana). 


Sutra (10): Because the ‘Touching’ ts spoken of as an 
accessory, it must be regarded as pertaining to all 
(Sacrifices). 


[There should be a Touching of the Materials of the Subsidiary 
Sacrifices also, with the Caturhotri and the Pañcahotri Mantras ; because 
the Accusative ending in ‘ Paurnamasim’ and “ Amövasyam ” indicates 
that the ‘ Touching’ is an action done as accessory to the performance 
of the Paurnumast and the Amavasya Sacrifices ; and as such it should 
be done at all Sacrifices whereat it would help in these two Sacri- 
fices; and as a matter of fact, all that is connected with these two 
Sacrifices are regarded as helping in them ; consequently the Touching 
should be done in connection with the offering materials of the Pri- 
mary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices.] _ 

Against this explanation of the Bhashya we have the following 
objections: ‘‘ The Declaration,— that “ because the Accusative ending 
‘indicates the Touching as an accessory action, therefore it must be 
‘regarded as belonging to all Sacrifices ”—is not quite relevant. 
““ Because the discussion itself was started on the very supposition 
< that the Touching is an accessory ; and as a matter of fact also, the 
“ Accusative ending, whose denotation follows that of the basic nouns 
ee“ Paurnamasi’ and ‘Amavasya’ (which denote the two Primary Sacri- 
“ fices), shows that the Touching is of those materials that are used at 
“ the Primary Sacrifices, and as such it could not prove what is desired 
“by the Siddhanti. Then as for the fact of the Touching being for the 
‘sake of the <Amavasya and the Paurnamast Sacrifices, brought 
“ forward by the Bhashya,—that only supports the Purvapaksha view.” 

In view of these objections, we must explain the Siddhanta in the 
following manner: In the sentence— Paurnamasimabhimrcét’ what the 
word “ Paurnamāsī ’ directly denotes is either the particular point of 
Time, or the Sacrifice, or the Sacrifice as qualified by the Time ; but as 
none of these can be touched.’ the word must be taken in its secondary 
signification And then, though between the denotations of the Affix 
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and the Basié word, ıt 1s the former that ıs the predomimaut factor, and 
as such then basır noun becomes the subordmate factor (the word 
‘ Paurnamast” bemg taken as indicating the Sacrifice qualefied by the 
particular pont of Tvme),—yet, m as much as the latter also is not 
recognized as capable of bemg touched, there arises a confused sort of 
an idea as to the Touching applymg to all such Sacrificial accessories as 
the Sruva, etc (which are found to be capable of being touched), and 
hence ıt becomes necessary to seek, somewhere else, for the means of 
ascertaining to which particular object the Touching applies , and, for 
the sake of arriving at a definite conclusion, we must take the denota 
tion of the basic noun (‘ Paurnamast’) to be the principal factor as 
standing need of the other factors and as bemg the first to be cognised 
(and hence incapable of being taken in the secondary sense), and 
hence it 1s the subordinate factor of the Accusative ending that has to 
be taken in the secondary sense of the Locative, the word ‘ Paurna 
masim’ being taken in the sense of ‘ Paurnamasyam’ , as it is the 
Locate, that is wanted by the Principal factor,—the particular object 
to be touched being the Offerang Material as indubitably pointed out by 
the fact of the sentence occurring ın connection with that Conse 
quently the sentence must be taken as restiicting the Touching to the 
particular me or performance (of the Paurnamast Sacrifice as a whole) | 
and consequently there should be a Touching of every one of the 
materials used at that Sacrifice (whether ın connection with the 
Primary or its Subsidiaries) 

Even if the word ‘ Paurnamast’ were to indicate the offcring 
mater ral, tuen too, in as much as it would indic ite the help accorded 
to it (by the Touching), this Touching could not but be regarded as 
belonging to all the offering materials 


ADHIKARANA (5) 


[The Inetiatory Rete and the Sacrificral Fee pertain to the Primary 
only ] 


Stra (1) The Initiation and the Fee pertan to the 
Primary only, because of the Direct Declaration to 
that effect 


[In connection with the Jyotwshtoma there are laid down “ three 
Initiations,” and also the ‘ Sacrificial fee of a hundred and twelve ” , 
and with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
Initiations and the Sacrificial Fee pertain to the Primary together 
with the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary alone And on this pomt we 
have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“In as much the Men (performing the Sacrifices) are equally 
“ related to the Primary and the Subsidiaries, the Initiations and the 
‘Sacrificial Fee also pertain to all of these ] 

‘There is an initial objection to the form of the Piérvapaksha, on 
“the ground of the case of the Initiations bemg subject to the law 
“ enunciated in Sutra 111—vn—6 But some people support it in the 
“ following manner , In all such actions, as the Purchase of Soma, etc , 
‘we find the Agent laid down as ‘dikshata’ (‘Initiated’), and it is a 
“well known fact that the Initiations serve the purpose of bringing 
“about this character of the ‘Initiated’, and this character is laid 
“down as an Accessory for every one of the actions , hence the Initia 
‘‘ tions come v. be regarded as pertaining to the Primary as well as the 
“ Subsidiaries 

‘ As for the Sacrificial Fees, thev serve the purpose of obtaining 
“ the good services of the Priests , and this winning of their good will 
“helps in the performance, by reason of there being a desire, on the 
“ part of the Master, to obtain the aid of such Priests And hence, ın 
‘ accordance with the I aw of the Süha 111—vn—7, the Fees come to be 
“ related to the Performance of the Primary along with the Subsidiary 
““ Sacrifices, and hence they must be regarded as belonging to all 
‘of these” 
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“Then again, it is a perceptible fact that the Priests, obtained 
“by means of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, perform the Subsi- 
“ diary Sacrifices also ; otherwise if the Fee pertained to the Primary 
“ only, the Priests, being paid for performing the Primary only, would 
“ not have performed the Subsidiaries; while as a matter of fact we 
“find that the Master does not pay them for performing the Primary 
“only (as that would not serve his purpose) ; hence it must be admit- 
“ ted that the Fee is related to every one of these Actions, which 
€ the Priests are made to perform by means of the payment of the 
“ Fee. This fact of the Performer being common to all the Actions 
“ will be fully explained in Adhyaya XI. For these reasons, it must 
“ be admitted that the Sacrificial Fee pertains to all the Sacrifices 
“ (Primary as well as Subsidiary).” 


SİDDHANTA. 


The Initiations and the Sacrificial Fee belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice only, because of such direct declarations as—‘ Dekshağ soma- 
sya, ‘ Dakshinah somasya.’ As for the Injunction with regard to the 
“ Initiated ” in connection with the Subsidiaries, it must be taken as 
referring to the Person who has been ‘initiated’ at the Primary 
Sacrifice; as otherwise we would have to have recourse to a most 
useless Secondary Indication. We shall show later on (in A /2ydza 
XII) that the Fees, while really pertaining to the Primary, help in 
the Subsidiaries, only incidentally (by ‘ Prasanga’). 


Stra (12): Also because of tects showing the absence of 
these ‘at the Subsidiaries). 


In connection with the Niridha pacuyaga we have the sentence 
‘yai shadho juhoti sa "sya Diksha,’ —which says that the factor of 
Initiation is supplied by the Shadhoirihoma ; and this distinctly shows 
that there is no real Initiation at this yaga (which is a Subsidiary) . 
while if the Initiation were equally related to all—the Primary as well 
as the Subsidiaries,—then we would have the rea! İnitiation itself 
applicable to the Niridhapaguyaga; and there would no need of a 
makeshift as declared in the text quoted. 

Objection : © As no Initiation would, according to you, be requires 
“(by the Mirudhapacuyaga) the laying down of any makeshift, m 
‘regard to it, would be absolutely useless—even if it were not a 
“ Subsidiary Sacrifice.” 

Reply : This does not affect our position ; because, in as muchas 
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at the Original Sacrifice of the No? ëdhu pa, uyäga, the Initiation, which 
was due to some other Actions, was found to be of use, —if it were to be 
wholly absent at the Nuridhapacuyaga, by reason of this latter not 
bemg the means of the appearance of Initiations, there would be 
suspicions regard the perfect completion of this latter Sacrifice , and 
hence there would be a distinct use for the declaration of the makeshift 
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ADHIKARANA (6) 
[The Inner Altar ıs not related to the Post ì 
Sütra (13) “The Altar es related to the Post ”’ 


In connection with the Jyolishioma we find the sentence—‘ Ardha 
mantarvéds mnot: ardham vahivédi’ And with regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether it lays down a part of the Inner 
Altar with reference to the Post, or ıt only indicates that pomt 
where the Inner Altar meets the Outer 

Objection “In as much as the fact of the Altar pertaining to all 
““ Sacrifices has been already established (ın Adhi 3), it is not right to 
“ introduce the present Adhikarana here”” 

Reply "The former Adhskar~ra should be taken as preceded by the 
present one, because when the Alta. 1 e been cognived, through 
Syntactical Connection, as subservient to the . +>, wherefore should 
arise any quest.cn as to what the Altar 15 subservient Whereas, 
when the mention of the Altar has been shown to be mdicative of a 
particular place (as 1s done m the present case) then naturally arises the 
question (considered in Adhi 3) as to what the Altar 1s Subservient to 

On this former question, we have the followmg— 


PURV APAKSHA 
“ Settmg aside the indication of the Context, the Altar must be 
regarded, through Syntactical Connection, as belongmg to the Post, 
‘ otherwise 1t would be necessary to have recourse to Secondary Indica 
“tion And so long as we do not find any mcongruity in the word 
“€ “ Inner Altar’ being taken ın its direct primary signification, we have 
“ no reason to have recourse to Secondary Indication Consequently, 
“ the general declaration— Jyatı gakshyamahé, etc’ being taken as 
‘pertaining to the particular case of the Post, the Altar should be 
“ taken as subservient to the Post 
“ Or, in accordance with the previous Adhikarana (3), the Altar 
“ bemg taken as Subservient to the Jyotishtoma together with all its 
“ Subsidiaries, there would arise the questiou as to whether, or not it 
“ is subservient to the Post (And on this too, we would have the 
“ same Pürvapaksha) 
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€ Objection ‘The very fact of its being subservient to ail shows 
““ that ıt 1s subservient to the Post also , and as such there can be no 
““ use in any enquiry on this pomt” 

“ Reply "The Subservience to the Post ıs not proved by the 
“ subservience to the subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma , as the Post 1s 
“subsidiary to the Pacu sacrifice (and not to the Jyoteshioma) , and 
“ what has been proved m the previous Adjukarana is that the Altar 
“ ıs subservient to the Jyotishtoma together with its subsidiaries, and 
“ not that it 1s so to the Paçu sacrifice 

“Objection ‘It may be that the Altar is subsidiary to the Paçız- 
“ Sacrifice 1tself, which makes it over to the subsidiaries of the Jyotish 
“toma ” 

€ Reply This would have been possible if the Altar, by itself, 
‘“ belonged to the Paçı Sacrifice, as a matter of fact, however, ıt 
“ comes into this latter, through the Primary Sacrifice, and hence ıt 
“ must be taken as resting in the Paçu-sacrifice itself (and could not be 
“ relegated to the Subsidiaries) And when it is found that an Altar 
“ is necessary at the Paçu sacrifice, it is the Altar of the Soma-sacrefice 
““ (Jyotishtoma) that enters mto ıt, through Implication, after having 
“ precluded the entrance of the Altar of the Darca Purnamasa And 
‘ this Altar of the Soma sacrifice is used only for certam purposes m 
“ connection with the Origmal Primary sacrifice The measuring of the 
€ Post spoken of in the sentence in question, is not, in any way, con 
“ nected with the Primary sacrifice , and as such, it could not pertain to 
‘the Post Consequently, mas much as there would be no possibility 
€ of the entrance of the sacrificial Altar (at the Pacu-Sacrafice), the 
““ measuring, spoken of as inner or outer, would apply to the ordinary 
“conception of place, and hence the sentence ın question must be 
€ taken as laying down the Inner Altai as the particular place (where 
“ the measuring of the Post 1s to be done) [and as such the Altar must 
“ be regarded as subservient to the Post] ” 

To the above, we make the followmg reply — 


SIDDHANTA 


Sitra (14) (The Sentence must be taken as layıng down) 
merely a particular point (of space), because at 48 
syntactically connected with that which 38 not 
meant to be enjoined (according to you) 


The two words ‘ Antarvéd.’ and ‘ Vaharvödi ” indicate the middle 
point, and the sentence does not lay down any relat.on of subser- 
viency (between the Allar and the Post) Because m all cascs the 
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mention of that which has already served its purpose ıs accepted 
as bemg for the sake of the specification of Time and Place, and 
ın the case in question we find that both the Altar and the Post 
have already served their purposes elsewhere If the sentence m 
question had laid down the relation of Subserviency, then we could take 
either the Altar to be subservient to the Post, or vice versa As 
a matter of fact, however none of these 1s possible, (1) because 
each has had its requirements fulfilled , (2) because any such relation- 
ship would involve the assumption of an imperceptible result, and 
(3) lastly, because of its occasionmg a syntactical spht That ıs to say, 
the Post which ıs used for the tying of the animal does not stand ın 
need of the Altar, and the Altar too, bemg used as the seat of the 
Performer and as the place for the keepmg of the offermg material 
and its accessories, does not stand in need of the Post, which occupies 
only a thousandth {very small) part of its space Nor are these two 
capable of producing any visible effect ın each other Then again, the 
factor of ‘ Ardham vahirvédy’ cannot be meant to be enjomed, as 
according to you, it is capable of neither Injunction nor a descriptive 
Reference , while according to you it is necessary to take this also 
as Hnjouned, because until we have both (‘Ardhamantarvéd:’ and 
‘Ardhamvahervéds’) distinctly enjomed, we could not get at the specifi 
cation of the particular point in the Post (te the pomt where the Inner 
meets the Outer Altar) Specially as (accordmg te you) the whole of 
the Post being recognised as to be measured either mside or out, the 
sentence ‘Ardhamantarvéds’ serves to enjom the measuring of half of 
it as to be done at the Inner Altar, and then the measuring of the 
second half bemg doubtful, the other sentence could not but be taken 
as serving the same purpose with regard to this other half, and thus 
there being a multiplicity of objects enjoined, there would be a distinct 
Svntactical Split , and also there would be the further complication of 
connecting the verb ‘ Minoti’? both ways, and lastly, a part will have 
to be taken as a mere descriptive reference to what already exists 

Objectton “The connection of one half of the Post with the 
‘Inner Altar having been enjomed by the former sentence, there 
“ bemg no Injunction with regard to the other half, ıt would come 
“ to be dealt with at the Outer Altar ” 

Reply This would hive been the case if there were a possibility 
of the Post bemg dealt with either at the Inner Altar, or at the 
Outer Altar exclusively That is to say, if the whole of ıt were 
cognised as to be dealt with at the Inner Altar, then thc mention 
of the othe: hilf over agun would setve to preclude the other halt 
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from the Inner Altar, and conne t it with the Outer one, and 
conversely, ıf the whole were cognised as to be dealt with at the 
Outer Altar, the mention over again of the other half would connect 
this with the Inner Altar, to the preclusion of the Outer one Asa 
matter of fact, however we find neithe: of these to be the case, and 
hence the sentence ‘ Ardhamantar ved,” must be taken as ‘ Ardhaman 
tarvedyeva’ ( half of it is dealt with at the Inner Altar only’), and 
not as ‘Ardhaméva antarved:’ ( only half is to be dealt with at the 
Inner Altar’) And thus nothing definite hemg known with regaid to 
the other half, this latter could sometimes, be dealt with at the Inner 
Altar also, and hence there could be no dealing with the Outer Altar 
exclusively 

Objectton "In case the whole of the Post be dealt with at 
€ the Inner Altar, we could not have the Injunction in the form of 
“ ““Ardham, etc” (which mentions only ‘ one half’) ” 

Reply Why could we not have it in this form, when what ıt 
lays down is the fact of one half of the Post bemg dealt with 
always at the Inner Altar, while it does not preclude the Outer 
Altar (with regard to the other half) 

For these reasons we conclude that both the sentences together 
lay down a particular point of space, qualified by both (the Inner 
and the Outer Altar),—:e the pomt where the one meets the 
other—(as the place where the Post is to be dealt with) And 
in this manner, there would be no Syntactical Split 


ADHIKARANA (7) 
[The Havirdhana 1s not subsidiary to the Samedhéni ) 


Sūtra (15) In as much as the Havirdhana Carts 
“are mentioned n the sentence— Samidhénistada 
“nvahuh,’—they must be regarded as subservient 
“to the Samidhénis.” 


In connection with the Jyot:shioma we find the sentence ‘ Ut yat 
sunvants Samdhénistadanvahuh’ (the meaning of which is that “out 
of the two Havirdhana carts that one should be connected with the 
Samidhénts near which the Soma pounding 1s done’) And with regard 
to this we have the same Question, the same processes of reasoning and 
the same conclusion as m the previons Adhekarana [That 1s to say, 
the question being as to whether tae sentence lays down the Havirdhana 
as subsidiary to the Samidhénis, the sense being that “ the Samdhént 
verses are to be recited as qualified by the Havirdhana,’ or the men 
tion of the Havirdhana only marks out the place for the recitation of 
the Samrdhenis,—we have the former alternative as the Purvapaksha, 
and the latter as the Siddhanta 1 

Objection “ Under the circumstances, why should not the present 
“ case have been meluded m the previous 4dhtkarana ?”’ 

Reply Because ın the present case the two alternatives are not 
distinctly mentioned That 1s to say, m the present case we do not 
find that the factor m question 1s ‘enjomable’ for us, and ‘not enjoina 
ble’ for our opponent 

Question “Tn that case, how do you establish your Siddhanta ? 7 

Answer Tn the followmg manner 


Stitra (16) (The sentence must be taken as laying down) mere 
place, as the Hava dhane serves a distinctly viseble 
pe pose for the Soma 


As a matter of fact we find that the Havirdhana has its use 
justified by its serving the purpose of holding the Soma As for 
the Samdhént verses, the purpose that they serve is already known 
to consist of the kindling of the fire at the Original Primary Sacrifice, 
and hence these too do net stand in need of any relation of sub 
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servieucy (between the Havirdhina and the Samidhénits). Then again, 
if we were to take the sentence, which lays down a particular 
relationship of Havirdhinn, as indicating its capability of a general 
relationship,—then, we would have the same Syntactical Split that we 
found in the Agnéyyadhikarana (11—-11—25). If we were to avoid 
this Syntactical Split by taking the general relationship to be implied 
by the Purlicular,—then we would be faced by the fact of there 
being no Apparent Inconsistency of the general relationship, which 
is got at by the method of the Siddhanta (and thus in absence of this 
Apparent Inconsistency nothing could justify the said implication 
of the general by the Particular) That is to say, any one of the 
two Havirdhana carts are recognised as making a place in connection 
with the original Sacrifice, (and in this way the said general relation- 
ship is duly established) ; and hence it becomes a comparatively easy 
matter for the sentence to lay down merely the specialisation of that 
relationship. For this reason also, we must take the sentence as 
indicating the place. 


Sutra (17): The name also points to the same fact (as 
before). 


The name ‘ Havirdhana’ can apply to that which serves no 
other purpose than the holding (of the Soma); and hence the Havir- 
dhana cart comes to be regarded as belonging to the Soma; otherwise 
(if the cart were related to the Samidhénis) we would have the name 
‘ Samidhénidhana.’ 


{DHIKARANA (ə) 
[The Subsidiary Sacrifices are to b: performed through others | 


Sūtra (18) ‘ Tu as much as the Result laid down per- 
“tains to the atual Performer, us pointed out by 
‘the Seriptiure,—the Result could aca ue only when 


“the performance would be done by the Waster 
“himself ” 


Henceforward we shall treit ot the question of contradiction, 
or otherwise, of Name to the other five (Direct Declaration and 
the rest) —the main question to be dealt with being, m what way 
such names as ‘ Hota, ‘hautam’ and the like seve the purpose 
of pointing out the particular Performers and Acttons But before 
taking up this question, we fist take up an introductory discussion 
because it is only when we have many such Pe, formers (at » Sacrifice), 
as the Hoir and the like, that we can have any discussion as to 
how they are to bc employed at the Sacrifice For if all the actions m 
connection with the Sacrifice were to be done by the Master himself 
then there would be no room for other performers , and hence there 
could be no occasion for a discussion as to the compatibility or other 
wise of the fact of certam Names indi.atmg the fact of certain other 
persons perfor ming certain actions m connection with the Sacrifice 

As the basis of this Discussion, we can take such Sacrifices 
as the Darca Piirnama@sa and the like, which lead to distinct results, 
and at which certam Sacrificial Pees are given And in regard to 
these, there arises the question as to—(A) whether all actions are 
to be done by the Master himself, (B) or ıt ıs the Primary action 
alo ie that has to be performed always by himself (while the others 
raight be performed by himself or bv others) (C) or, the Primary 
must necessarily be done by the Master, the test are to be as 
necessarily done by others (and never by the Master himself) 

On this question, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


« All the actions should be done by the Master himself, because 
the Almanzpada ending (in the word ‘ Yaşöfa ) found in the Injunc- 
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“ tion of the Performance of the Sacuifice as a whole, distinetly shows 
“that ıt 19 the Person desirmg the result that is the Performer in 
“ connection with the Bhavana (of the Sacrifice as a smgle whole) 
“ with all its accessories , and hence if he should leave off the perform 
‘ance of the shghtest action, he would not receive the aid that 
“ that action would be calculated to impart, and (inasmuch as this 
“ would create an umperfection in the final Result) it is necessary 
“ that ıt should be performed by himself Then again, of the 
‘Result that 1s bemg brought about (by means of the Sacrifice), 
‘it is the Master that ıs spoken of as the ‘Producer,’ ‘ Prompter ” 
“Then as for the names Hotr’ and the like, they belong to the 
“ Master himself, as performing the several actions ın course of the 
“ Sacrifice,—in accordance with the Law of the Sutra (111—vn—493)” 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


Söz ac (19) “” It s only the Primary Action that must 
‘She pe: foi med by the Maste: , while as for the Sub- 
‘Syadiaries of that Primary, they could be pei- 
fo) med ecther by the Master, or by some othe: 
"ə person ”? 


‘The affix (Atmanépada), appearing after the Root which signifies 
“the Primary Sacrifice only, points out that Sacrifice alone as to be 
“ performed by the person desiring the Result (1e the Master), as for 
“ the other Sacrifices (the Subsidiaries) 1t indicates the mere accomplish- 
“ ment, without pomting to the necessity of their being performed 
“ by any particular person Consequently these latter might be per 
“ formed either by the Master, or by the Priests (there being no res 
“ triction as to who should perform them) 

“ Objection ‘Inasmuch as it is necessary for the Subsidiaries 
‘to be performed by the same Person as the Primary, we must regard 
“the Master himself as the performer of these also ’ 

‘ Reply Not so, because m regard to the Subsidiaries, the 

Master 1s spoken of as the ‘ Performer,’ on account of his being the 
“ Director of their performance If the (mental) ‘ giving away’ of the 
“ materials (ın connection with the Subsidiaries also) were done bv 
“ somebody else there would be nothing that would be done by the 
€ Master, and hence this much ıs always done by him And when 
‘he has done this much, if he gets the other details performed by 
““other persons paid for their services, he does not altogether lose the 
“ character of the ‘ Performer’ 

203 
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“ Some people offer the following explanation “ The Atmané pada 
“always denotes the operation of the Durector (and not that of the 
< Performer) That ıs to say, the Atmanépada ending, which ıs laid 
“ down as to be used mn the case of the result of Actions pertaınıng to 
“ the actual Performer of that Action, has always the sense of the 
“ Causative (yajeta yajzayatr),—its denotation consisting in the paying 
“ for the services that the other person 1s dwecied to render Thus it 
“€ is that, in the case of actions performed by persons directed to do 
“ them, we find the Parusmat pada, expression yaşantı yaşakah , while 

m the case where v hat 1s meant to be expressed 1s only the operation 
‘of the Director, we have the Atmanépada explession yaşat 
““ vyaşamanah ” 

“This explanation, however, is not admıssıble , because if such 
‘were the case, then the Primary Sacrifice also would somehow or 
“ other, have to be performed through others, as the Master would 
“ not obtain the Result of that which he would perform himself (as on 
“ account of the special explanation of the Atmanépada the Results 
“ accruing to him would be only those of the Actions of which he would 
“ be the Drector, and not the Performer) Then again, if the Master 
‘should perform the Primary Sacrifice, such performance would be 
“ aided and prompted by the operations of the Pnests, and as such 
“ the Parasmaipada expressing the operations of the Priests, as 
‘prompting the Action of the Master should have to be taken m 
“ the sense of the Causatzve,—and not the Atmanépada word (express 
“ ing the operation of the Master himself) Consequently, it is on the 
““ strength of the former explanation, that we conclnde that the Actions 
“ other than the Primary, could be done ettl er bv the Master himself 
‘or by other persons engaged by him 

€ But in that case also, it will be necessary to explain, how it is 

that the Bhavana being evpressed by the (Injunctive) Affix and 
“recognised, through Proximity, as to be performed by the person 
““ desiring the Result (the Nominative, as well as the Bhavana, is denoted 
“ by the affix, and hence the poxtmity),—the Nominative agency (with 
“ regard to the accomplishment of this Bhavana) is restricted to the 
“ Instrumental factor (of the yaga) only 

“In view of this difficulty, we must explain as follows The 
“€ Atmanepada does not lay down the fact of the Action being pet- 
“ formed by the Person desning the Result, as the Person, who becomes 
““ related to the Result, ıs one the fact of whose bemg the Performer ıs 
‘‘imphed by the Bhavana , and hence the Result could not betake ıt- 
“ self to any person other than the actual Performer, but at the same 
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“ time, there could be no incongruity ın certain actions being done by 
““ persons other than the one who desires the Result And this absence 
““ of incongruity shows that with regard to the Subsidiaries there 1s no 
“restriction as to their bemg performed either by the Master himself 
“ or by other persons engaged by him ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (20) Other persons would perform (the Subsi- 
diaries), because of the declaration of ‘Purchase ’ 
(‘Payment for services to be rendered ’),—whech could not 
apply to the Master himself 


We find the Veda laying down the gifts of the ‘ Anvaharya,’ the 
‘hundred and twelve’ etc etc , as fees paid for services rendered in 
connection with Sacrifices,—as will be fully eaplained under Sätra 
“ Parıkrayüıtham vā karmasamyogat’ (X—u—23) The ‘Purchase’ 
( Payment ’) 1s, by its very nature, done with regard to another Person, 
and not to one’s self as ıt ıs not possible for payment to be made to 
one’s self Consequently, if, at sometime, the Master himself should 
perform the Subsidiaries,_—there could be no ‘ Payment for services” in 
that case, as any such would be an absolute impossibility , and this 
would be a direct infringement of the Injunction of this ‘ Payment’ 
as a necessary factor in connection with the Subsidiaries Hence with 
a view to preserve the universality and necessary character of this 
Injunction, it is absolutely necessary to get hold of such Pe:formers 
(for the Subsidiaries) as are capable ot being pwd for the Services thev 
would render And thus ıt must be admitted that ın certam cases (1 € 
those of the Primary Sacrifices) the Master would perform directly by 
himself, while m others (1e those of the Subsidiaries) he would per 
form, mdirectly (having them performed by others), by paying for 
their services 

As for the Atmangpada, it should be taken as resting in the 
Bhavana connected with the said ‘ Pavment for services’ and hence 
there could be no ıneongru:ty ın the Result of the Actions pertaining to 
a Performer such as has been just pomted out (as performing some 
actions directly, and others indirectly through others) 
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ADHIKARANA (9) 
[The number of the Priests engaged at Sacrifices is limited ] 


Sö2tvet (21) “The number of the performe: s would beam- 
“ plied by the nature of the Action itself , and hence 
“there can be no specification of the exact numbe) , 
‘specially as no specgal purpose could be served by 
“such specification ” 

[On the question of the exact number of Persons to be engaged 
for the performance of the Subsidiaries we have the following]— 


PURVAPAKSHA 

“ As the ‘ Purchase’ could be done by the engagement of one a» 
““ wellastwo Puiests, hence there can be no restriction as to the number 
“ of such Priests 

“ Or agam, the fact of havıng the same performer as the enyoyel of 
“ the Result being found, through co extensiveness and the Aimanepada 
“ affix, to be wppucable to the performance of the Sacrifice as a whole 
“ —vve can set aside only that much of this fact, as would be necessaiv 
“for the due observance of the Injunction of ‘Purchase’ And is 
“ this Injunction would be duly observed by a single Person perform 
“ang any one of the Actions (for ‘ payment’), we cannot set aside 
“any more than that ” 

SIDDHANTA 

Stitra (22) There should be only as many pe) forme? s 

as there ae actions with names (indicating special per 

formers), because of the direct declaration of every 

one of them bering different 

Inasmuch as the Injunction that we have is that of the Bhavana 
connected with Actiuus whose performers are distinctly pomted out bv 
means of different names,—it should also be taken as laying down that 
there should be an engagement (or appomtment) of as many Priests as 
there are such names That ıs to sav just as the Name serves the pur- 
pose of differentiating Actions,—as shown under Sutra 11—n—22, —so 
world it also serve to differentiate the Performers , and hence ıt must 
be admitted that tne number of the Priests to be engaged should be the 
same as that of the names (of Actions) 
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Sutra (23) Objection. ** A single person could be taken 
“(as the Performeı of all the Actions), as the names m- 
“6 dacate a diver sity of actrons only (and not of the Per- 
‘“ formers) ” 


“ The names are found to apply to Persons, as employed in certain 
“definite operations, and not by ordinary convention, and hence, 
“lıke the Yöpa, etc , they are always to be taken as characterised by 
“these operations And hence, the names ‘Hoir’? and the rest, 
“ bemg similar to the word ‘ pacaka,’ etc , they could apply to one and 
“the same person, as performing the various Actions (indicated 
“by these Names), and as such there could be no diversity of 
“ Performers (on the ground of the diversity of Names) ”” 


Sutra (24) Reply Not so, as (the Performers are distinctly 
mentioned) 22 the Originative Injunctions (of the 
Actions, prior to the actual appearance of the Actions them 
selves) 


Tf the Names in question were found, either at the time of 
the actual engagement ın the Action, or after such engagement, 
then, m that case, they may not serve to differentiate the Performers 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Appointment, being 
of such persons as are sitting unemployed consists of a request to 
take up the performance of a certain action , and it 1s in connection 
with these Appointments, that we find the Names (of Priests) men 
tioned,—e g in the sentences ‘Brahmanam vrniia,’ ‘ Hotdram vrniia,’ 
and so forth And at this juncture we do not find any other reason 
(than the diversity of Performers) for the diversity of these names, 
and then agam, the Appointments too, laid down in the aforesaid 
Sentences, are to be taken as distinct and diverse,—according to 
the Sūtras II- -u—2, and 11—n—28 And on account of the diversity 
of these Appointments, we must admit of a diversity among those 
that are appointed, and hence the number of the Priests appownted 
should be regarded to be the same as that of the Appomimenis 
Then, as for the Names, in a3 much as they are not found to 
apply to the Persons, before the Appomtments, as they are used as 
well-established names only after the Appointments have been made, 
it must be admitted that the Names are due to (and based upon) these 
Appomtments only And it 1s only natural that a diversity of the 
Cause (Appointment) should give mse to a diversity in the effects 
(the Appownted Priests) 

Then again imasmuch as the Apporniment of a Priest serves 
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only a visible purpose (ard does not brmg about any transcendental 
results) several Appointments could not be made with regard to 
one and the same person because one who has been once appointed 
(engaged for seivice) need not be appointed over again Then again, in 
as much as the various persons, laid down in the originative Injunc 
tion, as to be Appointed can neither be rejected, nor taken as 
optional alternatives, nor as all at once conjointly,—one sentence 
(laying down the appomtment of a certain person) could not be 
connected with the Person appointed in accordance with another 
Sentence, and for this reason also, the Appomtments must be regard 
ed as distinct and diverse 

Then again, we find all these Appoimtments laid down simul 
taneously by the Sentence laying down the performance of the Sacrifice 
as a whole,—just like the Holdings of the various Vessels dedicated to 
Indra, Vayu and the rest And the mention of these appomtments 
means the mention of all the Priests (appomted) And thys it 1s 
established that there should be as many distinct Priests as there are 
Appointments 

The Bhashya says—" Tasmidésham varan sankirtanam, na 
vidhih? But this statement does not seem to be quite proper 
as there could be no restriction (of number) with regard to those 
Appointments that are not enjoined Nor could this justify our 
taking all the Sentences ( Brahmānam vrnita, ‘ Hotaram vinita,’ 
etc ), as syntactically connected and leading to a result im the shape 
of the cogmtion of the Nwmrber—which is obtamable by the much 
easıcı method of taking the Sentences collectivels Consequently 
it must be admitted that the Number is laid down, at the very outset, 
by the Injunction of the Appointments themselves, as following in 
the wake of these (Appointments), and there ıs no use of differen 
tiating the Number (from the Appointments) 


ADHIKARANA (10) 
[The Camasadhvaryus are distinct Priests | 


Sutra (25): The Caumasadhvaryus are different (from the 
aforesaid Priests); because of their being named as 
such. 


[At the Jyotshioma, we have certain priests called the ‘ Camasa- 
dhvaryus’, and with regard to these there arises the question as 
to whether these are included among the Priests dealt with in the 
previous Adhikarana,—the Hoty, ete , or they are distinct from them 1 

And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


‘Inasmuch as they are named ‘ Adhvaryus,’ they must regarded 
“to be the Appointed Adhvaryu priests themselves, as connected 
“with the Cups (Camasas) ’ 


SIDDHANTA 
To the above ve make the folloving repiy — 


(1) Inasmuch as all Names are based upon distinctness, — (2) 
as the Camasadhvaryus are mentioned as equally distinct from all the 
other Priests,—(3) as there 1s a distinct Appomtment laid down for 
these Camasadhvaryus—they must be regarded as distinct from those 
other Puests, as shown on a, previous occasion 

Though in realty, the Camasadhvaryus are appomted by the 
Mastet himself, yet, they are spoken of as ‘ appointed by the Principal 
Priests,’ because of their bemg subordinate to these latter 


ADHIKARANA (11) 
{There should be a plurality of Camasadhvaryus ) 


Sütra (26): They must be regarded as many; because of 
their being spoken of as many, in the Originative 
Injunction. 


[With regard to the Camasddhvaryus there arises the question 
as to whether it 1s necessary that there should be many of them, or 
it may be that there may be either one or two, or many of them 
And the latter alternative bemg the Purvapaksha view, we have the 
former as the Siddhanta, on the ground of their being spoken of, in 
the Originative Injunction, as ‘ Camasadhvaryavah,’ in the Plural ] 


ADHIK ARANA (12) 
[The number of Camasadhvaryus must be Ten only ] 


Sutra (27) Their number should be Ten, because of 
Indications to that effect 


On the question of the number of Camasadhvaryus we have the 
following— 
PURVAPAKSHA 


‘There bemg no restriction as to the exact number of the many, 
“we must accept them number to be Three only, m accordance with 
“the Sutra ‘ Prathamam va niyamyéta ’ (XI—1—43) ’ 


SIDDHANTA 


In connection with the Dacapéya Sacrifice, which is a modifica 
tion of the Jyotshioma, we have a reference to the Camasadhvaryus as 
being “Ten” mn number, and from this we conclude that at the 
original Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma) also Ten of them are appointed 
And further, the fact of these being Ten ıs always shown by the 
number of Possessors of the Cups, as well as of the Cups themselves, 
being Ten only 


204 


ADHIKARANA (13) 
[The Camitr priest 1s not distinct from the Principal Priests ] 


Sttra (28) “ The Cametr is different fiom the others, 
‘because of adistinct name beeng applied to ham”? 


[With regard to the Camafr priest, there arises the question as to 
whether he ıs included among the Priests enumerated before, or he 1s 
distinct from them And on this question we have the followmg— 


PUBVAPAKSHA 


‘ Inasmuch as he is spohen of by means of a distinct word 
€“ Camila,’ he must be regarded as distinct from the rest (2) Then 
‘ again, in as much as the mention of the Camitr is found to cause an 
‘increase in the number of Priests he must be regarded as a distinct 
“Priest (3) Lastly, we find the sentence—Klomava yadya 
€ bradhmanah syat,,—which shows that the fact of the Camir Priest 
‘ being a Brahmana is doubtful , and no such doubt could be possible 
‘of he were one of the Principal Priests (as these are all always 
‘ Brahmanas—Vide Sutra X11--iv —41, et seg) ”) 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (29) (He is distinct from the rest) because of the Con- 
text, specially as the name does not appear an the 
Originative Injunction 


It 1s only when a Name appears in the originative Injunction 
that it serves the purposes of differentiation, and as a matter of 
fact we do not find the name ‘Camir’ appearmg im any such 
Injunction and consequently this name must be regarded as another 
name for one of the previousiv enumerated Priests, apphed to him on 
account of his performing some action other than his previous one 
(as shown in Sultra 111—vn—33) 

Objecizon “In the course of ection we find that the Çaməfr holds 
‘‘¢the neck of the animal, at the time that all the other Priests are 
“ busy performmg other appointed duties and for this reason he 
“ must be regarded as distinct from these latter ” 
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Reply This does not affect our case , because the neck of the 
animal could be held by any one of the Preests that may, at that time, 
have nothing else to do, specially as, at that time, we do not find 
all the Priests to be engaged, this will be explaimed m detail under 
Sutra—" Itaramanyastésham yato viçeshah syat ” 

Then, as for the indications of the expfession ‘ yadyabrahmanah 
etc , that cannot prove what is held by the Pérvapaksha, as there ıs 
absolutely no chance of any but Braéhmanas officiating at Sacrifices, and 
hence the expression cannot but be taken as referrmg to the Master 
of the Sacrifice (the sense bemg that ‘if the Master of the Sacrifice 
happen to be a Non Brahmana, etc , etc’) Specially as on account 
of the duties of the Camir being mentioned in the Context of those of 
the Masier they could never be recognised as belonging a Non 
Brahmana It might be argued that—‘ the duties of the Camitr 
consisting of the kiling of the animal they could not be accepted 
by the Brahmana” But the same might be said with regard to 
the Non Brahmana also (who may be as unwilling to do the Killing) 
In fact, the Non Brahmana has not many remedies available for 
clearing himself of the sin attaching to him by reason of the killing, 
and he would be more hable the Sin (and as such much more unwilling 
to do the act) For these reasons, we conclude that, fust as the 
Çüdra (and other Non Brahmanas) are forced to do such actions, 
even against their will,—in the same manner, the Brahmina, won over 
by various gifts, would do them , and there would be no meongrutty 
in this 

In fact ıt ıs for these reasons (of the Priest having to perform 
questionable actions) that the Priestly Duties are spoken of depre- 
catingly 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 
(The Upaga Priest 1s not distinct from the others | 


Sütra 680): The Unagas too are not distinct from the 
“est: because of Indications to that effect. 


[We have the sentence— Na adhvaryurupajayét,’ which prohibits 
the Adhvarya officiating as the Upaga ; and this shows that the duties 
of the Upaga are to be performed by one out of these Principal 
Priests themselves | 


ADHIKARANA (15) 
(The Seller of Soma 1s distinct from the Priests ) 


Stitra (31): The Seller is a distinct person; because the 
Action (of selling) ès not directly enjoined (in the 
Veda), 

[The Paüroapaksha is that the Soma-vendor must be regarded 
as one of the Principal Pnests, as he is spoken of along with them 
The Sirddhania ıs that he ıs a totally different person, because his 
action is not enjoined ] 


ADHIKARANA (16) 


[The Name ‘ Rtvsk’ does not apply to all the persons engaged 
at the Sacrifice | 


Sütra (32) “Inasmuch as the Action ts performed by 
“all, the name ‘ Rtvik? applies to ull equally ” 


[The question bemg as to whether all the Persons, that are spoken 
of as engaged in connection with the performance of the Jyotsshioma, 
are ‘ Riviks'’ or only a few among them] —we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The word ‘ Rtvvk,’ bemg laid down as an arbitrary form (in 
€ Panins’s Sülra T11—n— 59), 1s used in the sense afforded by the 
“ Prefixed word, the Root and the Affix, collectively,—se the word 
“1s explained as ‘ Riauyayants yë (6 Rivyah’ ( those who perform 
“Sacrifices at appointed seasons’) And if the application of the 
“name ‘Rink’ were based solely upon this fact (of performing 
“ Sacrifices at a certain time), then ıt could not but be regarded as 
“ applying equally to all the persons engaged in the Sacrifice, and as 
“ such all of them would be Rtviks (or Priests) And for this reasons 
“the mention of the Number of ‘ Four,’ ‘ Five,’ ‘Six,’ ‘Seventeen,’ 
“ ete , with regard to these must be taken as mere Arthaiada, meant 
‘to show that there are many parts of the Sacmfice (performed 
“by various numbers of Priests) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


S#tra (33) İt cannot be so, because of the preclusion (of 
others besides the Seventeen) 


The expression “ Parwsankhyanat’ ın the Sitra has been explained 
by the Bhashya as referring to the fact of the sentence ‘ Saptadaca 
Rtvyah’ bemg a Precluswe Injunction There being a possibility 
of the Seventeen persons, as well as the others, being engaged (as 
Priests), the repetition of “ Seventeen ” could not have been made 
simply for the purpose of laying down that number, in fact 16 18 
for the purpose of indicating the absence of others besides the 
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Seventeen In all cases, we find that whenever two things are spoken 
of as bearing some sort of a relationship to each other, the following 
three factors are therem mvolved (1) the mere forms of the things 
(2) their mutual connection and (3) the preclusion of a third thing , 
and a sentence is always meant to convey the idea of one of these 
factors (according to the wish of the speaker) And in a case where 
either the form of the things or their mutual connection is not 
meant to be expressed, (as ın the case in question) we cannot but 
take the Iniunction as serving the purpose of wrecluding the things 
othe: than those mentioned And such cases of Preclusion are 
entirely free from the aforesaid three Objections (of Svarthaparityaga, 
etc, pomted out as appiyıng to Preclusions), because the direct 
denotation of the declaration (the mere laymg down of ‘Seventeen 
Rtviks’) cannot be accepted as the object of Injunction by this 
sentence, as they have been already enjoined elsewhere, and 
hence as we did not take ıt to be an Injunction of what it implies 
(1e the Preclusion of others besides the Seventeen), the Injunction 
itself would become absolutely meaningless 

The Opponent however still accepts the performance of the 
Sacrifice to be the sole condition of the application of the name 
“ Rtmk” , and hence concludes that whoever may be found to fulfil 
that condition must be spoken of as ‘ Riwk’, it is with a view 
to all this that we have the passage in the Bhashya “ Nanu prah 
shidhyanyéshvapr ete” 

In replying to this, the Soddhantt begms with showing that ıt 
is the Acton that is dened That is to say ım all cases, the form of 
the Agent bemg incapable of being denied it 18 only his action 
or functioning that ıs denied, for instance the sentence, “ he 1s 
not my son’ simply means that ‘he does not perform the duties 
of a son” And in the same manner, ın the case ın question the densal, 
that ıs made with regard to others besides the ‘seventeen, must 
be taken to be a denial of the fact of these other persons functioning 
(towards the accomplishment of the Sacrifice) —and not that of the 
mere existence of these other persons 

It might be argued that— ‘it ıs the fact of being apponted 
“that ıs the condition or basis of the applicatoin of the name, 
“ and as such the citing or the instance of the functrons pertaining to 
“ the Rivik is wholly irrelevant ’ 

But ıt 1s not so, because in accordance with this theory, the use of 
the word (‘ Risk”) 13 accomphshed, solely through the presence of 
these functions 
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Says the Opponent “ How could the persons ‘performing the 
“ sacrifice at particular seasons’ be dented to be ‘Riviks’? Thats to say 
“ masmuech as there can be no denial of the mere existence of these 
“ persons, the funcions too cannot be very easily denied ” 

With a view to offer the carrect reply, the S:ddhant: begins with 
the declaration—In that case the word ‘ Rivik’ comes to be of two 
kinds—one based upon the ‘ performance of Sacrifices at particular 
seasons, and another upon Appointment etc The sense of this is 
that if the application of the word ‘ Rink’ were dependent upon its 
literal etymological meanmg ( one who performs sacrifices at certain 
seasons, ) then, mn that case, it could not but apply to all the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice As a matter of fact however its application 
1s found to be conditioned by certam purificatory mtes and these 
‘rites’ are none other than the Appointment and the offering of 
certain gifts, and hence those persons, who, while performing the 
functions (of sacrifice at particular seasons), have not had these 
purificatorv m+- ne to them, cannot be spoken of as “ Etozks? 
And ar of fact ve find that the Master of the Sacrıfice 
apponit auu vyfera the gifts, to only Seventeen persons, and conse 
quently, we could explain the repetition of ‘ Seventeen Rhaks” as 
a descriptive reference, only sf we accepted the application of the 
name fivk to be based upon these two facts (of Apporntment 
and Gifts), otherwise this repetition would come to be a partial 
descriptive reference to the «Seventeen Riviks,’ m a form that would 
not be quite true Consequently the word could not have an unduly 
extensive application (if it were based upon the aforesaid two facts of 
Appointment and Gojt) 

Objectaon “In that case, we would have a most undesirable 
‘mutual interdependence,—masmuch as we would have the Appount 

ment and the gwing of göfis, of those that are Riviks, and these 
‘ would be regarded as ‘ Rivrks,’ who would receive these Appointments 
and Gəfis” 

Reply This does not affect our position, because at the very 
outset, we are at once faced by the declaration— Those that are 
Rivks are to be appomted and offered the gifts’, but when it 
is found that the Rinks are not so well known in ordinary parlance 
as the Tree, ete , then we come to understand that ‘ the Mivike are 
to be created by Appointment’ just asin the case of the sentence— 
‘weave a piece of cloth out of this yarn,’ in as much as it is onl, 
by wearing that the Cloth 1s made, we have the name ‘ Cloth 
used m view of something that is yet to come, and set there is 
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nothing objectionable in this,—so too we would have in the case 
in question. 

The same reasoning holds respecting sentences—‘ Adhvaryum 
ornita, etc.’ which lay down the appointment of particular Rivik. 

Thus alone could we justify the Accusative ending in connection 
ee the Rtviks that are being appointed. As for the Appointment, 

, bringing about the Riviks that would perform the sacrifices, 
: — be serving a distinctly visible purpose, just like the Laying of 
fire (which serves the purpose of bringing in the Sacrificial Fire). 
And it is in view of the order of sequence among the Vedic texts 
bearing on the question, that we come ta speak of the Riviks as 

‘created by Appointment’; and hence this statement cannot be 
regarded as wholly unknown. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not proper to reject the 
well-recognised fact of the application of the name ‘ Riviks’ being 
based upon the “ performance of Sacrifices at particular seasons,’ 
on the mere ground of the word being laid down (by Panini) as 
. an ‘arbitrary form.” Then again, in as much as the ‘ Appointment’ 
and ‘the giving of gifts’ are formed, as related to the well-known 
Rtviks, to be directly laid down with reference to those Rtviks,—it is 
not right to subvert the natural order of sequence of the sentences (by 
taking the ‘ Rtviks’ as to be ‘created by the appointment and the 
Gift’). As for the argument that, until they are known, the “ Riviks’ 
could not undergo any purificatory rites,—the same may be said 
of the ‘Appointment’ also; as no person could comprehend an 
Injunction where he would be told to do something which he 
does not know. In fact even while the Appointment would be in 
course of operation, the name ‘ Rtvik’ could not be recognised as 
based upon that Appointment. If, however, it be held that the 
Riviks are known by means of the particular order of sequence among 
the Vedic texts, then, in that case, the purificatory rites (of Appoint- 
ment, etc.) could be very easily cognised as pertaining to the Alviks 
duly known by the said means. One who is making the Appointment 
has the following idea present in his mind at the time: ‘The Réiviks 
are entitics that are well known in the Veda; but for me they are 
created by means of Appointment; as prior to this Appointment, 
no one has recognised them as ‘ Riciks.’ Or, we might go even far- 
ther, and declare that for the Appointer also, the Rtviks have already 
a prior existence, in the general shape (of the Class ‘ittvik’). It 
is the ease with every thing that in whatever particular form it 
may be known, it helps in the operation ali the same; specially 
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as 1t is not possible for a thing to be known, all at once, in all its 
forms 

Thus then, we come to the following analysis of the matter under 
consideration, (1) ‘Those that perform the Saciifices at particular 
seasons, and who perform the Duties of the Adhvaryava, etc , are 
Rtviks’, (2) Those that are capable of such performance are such 
persons, as those devoid of capability are not entitled to the perform 
ance of any action, (3) ın as much as this does not give us anv 
definite 1dea, we come to take them to be ‘those that are obtamed 
by means of Appointment’, (4) then again, ‘those to whom the gifts 
are given And it is through all these grades that we armved at the 
real denotation of the word ‘Rtvk’ Thus we find that though 
the onginal denotation of the word consisted of ‘one who performs 
Sacrifices at various seasons,’ vet in as much as this ıs found to 
be madmisible ıt goes on being specialised until we come to one 
that ıs admissible and compatible with the rest of the Context , 
and hence the character of the ‘Rivaks’ must be regarded as a duly 
established entity, even pror to its being created (by the Appoint 
ment) 

Then again, we should hke to know whether the Appointment 
and the gift create the Rimks themselves, or the character of the 
‘Rivwk’ As for the former, they have been already oreated or 
produced by their parents, and as such do not require to be produced 
again And as for the character of ‘ Rünk, 1b consists of a particular 
capability, which is brought about by study and hearing of the Veda , 
and as such this too does not require to be brought about agam 
we shall show, under the Sutra IlI—vim—4, that the Master does 
not create the capabilities of the Priests Specially as im all cases 
what ıs created or produced is what does not exist already, and 
with iegard to the Riwks all that is non-existent, prior to the 
Appointment, ıs their being won over to perform the vetions connected 
with the Sacrifice 

Objection “ The Character of ‘ Rimk’ also does not exist with 
“regard to the particular persons concerned” 

Reply True, but that character we do not find to be produced, 
even after the Appointment If ıt be urged that whatever ıs 
produced by the Appointment ıs the Character of ‘ Rivk,’—then, 
that would be nothing else besides their bemg won over Nor is 
the Rivtk character an imperceptible entity, as that alone can be 
regarded as imperceptible whose functions are found to be so The 
fufictions of the Rink, which consist of the accomplishment of the 
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Action, are quite perceptible , and how could this perceptible effect 
be brought about by means of an imperceptible agency ? Specially 
as all that ıs found to bring about the accomplishment of the action 
is quite perceptible,—m the shape of Brahmanahood and the rest 
The only imperceptible element that there ıs (1e Apūrva), ıs taken 
up, through the context, by the sentence layıng down the performance 
of the action as a whole, and as such it ıs found to help directly 
in the Action, and not m the bringing about of the character of 
the Riviks (Adhvaryu and the rest) Nor 1s this imperceptible 
element (of the Apūrva) produced by means of the Appointment 
or Rewarding of the Rivsks, and hence these two (the Appointment 
and the Gifts) cannot be regarded as the basis (of the signification 
of the word “ Rivik ’) 

As for the Ahavantya, ete , on the other hand, (1) ın as much 
as their production 1s not spoken of im the (present) Context, —(2) 
as the help that they accord 1s always of the imperceptible (or transcen 
dental) eharaeter,—(8) and as the purifications laid down for them 
are all such as pertain to them before they have been brought into 
existence,—it is only right that they should be spoken of as ‘ to 
be produced’ Then agam ın the case of these consecrated Fires, the 
Homa and other actions do not stand m need of a substrate to hold the 
materials that are offered, and hence it must be admitted that the 
presence of these consecrated Fires brings about a certam transcen- 
dental result, and as such a result could not be obtamed from the 
ordinary Fire, we requue for the fulfilment of that result, the imper- 
ceptible (transcendental consecrated character of the Fire, Ahavaniyatva, 
For these reasons the case of these Fires cannot be analogous to the 
case m question 

And further, if the amperceptible Riwsk character were produced 
by the Appomtment and the Gift, then at the Satira also (at which 
all the persons engaged are Musters), it would be necessary to produce 
that character ın the Maste: s also , and ın as much as im the sentence, 
laying down the Initiation of these by one another, the persons 
referred to (as to be mitiated) are the Ma-ters themselves, as occupy 
ing the positions of the Adhvaryu and other Priests,—1t would be 
necessary to have Appointments and Gifts m this case also, which 
is absurd Because as for the Appomtment, in as much as ıb 1g 
done simply for the purpose of winning the co operation of the 
Priests, 16 could not be done at the Sattra, at which every one of the 
Priests being Masters it is his own business for everv one of them , (and 
as auch no winning vier is necessary) ind ans such Appomtment 
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would be directly contradictory to what is said under Sūtra (X—ıi— 
35). 

| For these reasons it must be admitted that it 1s for the sake of the 
Action that we have the restrictive rule for the engaging of such persons 
(as Priests) as have been previously ascertained to have the capability of 
accomplishing that Action. And as for the word ‘Rivk, that too 
comes to be restricted to such capable persons (as have been obtained 
by Appointment and Gifts) ,—asit is only this much that is necessary 
for the perfection of the Action: and it does not refer to Persons 
other than those, even though they be endowed with the necessary 
capability. At the Sattra however, in as much as it ıs the Masters 
themselves that officiate as the various Priests, there is no need 
of Appointments and Gifts; and hence these are not admitted, and 
the absence of these does not create any discrepancy in the Sacrifice; 
and consequently m this case, the character of the several Priests— 
Adhvaryu and the rest—is accomplished, solely through Capability. 
Just as at the Paurnamasi Sacrifice, even without the Cakhapari- 
vasana, any subtance, that is found capable of removing the Fıre- 
embers, comes to be accepted as the ‘Upavésha,’ and the absence 
of the Cakha@parivasana does not create a discrepancy 

Thus then, just as the case of the sentence " Yapasya svarum 

karoti? will be explamed under Sūtra IV—1i—6 (that the word 
“ karoti, means ‘creates’ or ‘produces’ obtaims or acquires), so would it 
also be in the case in question, according to the Bhashya (i.e. the 
‘Varana’ and ‘Bharana’ would be explained as equivalent to 
“ obtaining ’) 


Stir (34): Objection: “ It might be a partial 
alternative.” 


Ef” The sentence ‘Seventeen Priests’ may be taken as laying down 
“ the particular number as an optional alternative”) 


Sutra (85): Reply: It is not so: because all do not form 
the subject of treatment, 

İt is in connection with the Vazcvanara-Dvadacakapala that 
we have the declaration of the numbers ‘ Eight, ete., and as these 
numbers are not found to be of any direct use in the Actions, 
they can be regarded as referring tu the different parts of the number 
(‘ Seventeen’) of Priests employed , and they serve the purpose of 
eulogising them. In the case in question however, we do not find 
mentioned any number beyond ‘Seventeen,’ of which this number 
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(‘Seventeen’) could be regarded as a part, whose mention could 
serve the purposes of eulogisation Hence ıt must be admıtted that 
the declaration ‘Seventeen Priests’ only serves the purpose of recapı 
tulating the number of Priests employed 


ADHIKARANA (17) 


[It ıs only the Brahma, ete , mentioned in the sentences laying 
down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees, that make up the 
Seventeen Priests ”) 


Sait) a (36) (The number of the Priests) ¿s lenseted by the 
direct declaration oy the sacripcial Fees 


[With regard to the declaration of ‘Seventeen Prnests,” there 
arises the question as to which are these seventeen 1 
On this question we have the— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“that, any of the Priests employed at the original Saerifice may be 
“€ taken as making up the ‘ Seventeen ’”’ 


SIDDHANTA 


The number of the Priests is limited by the sentence expressing the 
Co ordination (of certain Priests with certain factors in the Sacrifice) 
and as a matter of fact, we find this “‘c ordination expressed in the 
sentence laying down the order in which the Sacrificial Fees are to be 
paid, pertaınıng to the Brahma and othe: Principal Puiests, and not to 
be the mmor ones, the Camasaddhvaryu, ete Though there may be an 
idea that the well established character of the Rivek, bemg referred to, 
cannot be thus limited in its scope,—yet the specific limitation in the 
case in question may be accepted as based upon the particular declar 
ation of the number Seventeen’, and as this number is found to be 
restricted by the Veda, to the Brahma, etc , only we cannot but admit 
that it is these alone that make up the Seventeen Priests ’ 


Stra (87) Also because it is the Imetateon of these that 


as tand down, ememedeatcly after that of the Muste 
has been enjoined 


We find the sentence “ g£ stewast? yajamandh’ shovmg that the 
two words “röve4 (Priest) and ‘ Yajamana’ ( Master of the Sacuifice ’) 
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apply to the same Persons, and then, the rest goes on to speak of 
the Purificatory Rites of Initiation of the Master as pertaining to the 
Brahma etc ,—by wav of showmg the Order in which these are to receive 
then ees, and this distinctly shows that the two words ize applicable 
to the Seventeen Priests, Brahma and the rest 

bor these reasons, 1t must be admitted that the character of the 
“Rk” (1e the priestly character) belongs only to such persons as 
are capable of performing the duties of the Brahma, etc , and “ perform 
the Sacrifices at particular seasons’ and the basis of the denota- 
tion of the word ‘ Rivek’ hes in the ‘ performance of sacrifices at 
particular seasons,’ as done by these persons Just as though the 
word ‘Go’ (Cow) literally means that which moves’ (“ gacchalite 
aquh’), yet its denotation 15 restricted to inet moving thing which 
1» characierised by ihe Dewlap, etc Or again, just asthe word Dhayya,’ 
laid down by Panini (Suba 1TJ—i—129) is an arbitrary form signi 
fying the Samedhénts, is restricted to these only and not to any other 
verses, even though the etymological meaning of the word (“ Dhayya’) 
may be found applicable to these latte: also,—exactly in the same man- 
ner, m the case in question, it must be admitted that the word ‘ Révek ’ 
is applicable to the Brahma, etc , alone as performing Sacrifices at 
particular seasons and not to all that might perform such Sacrifices 


ADHIKARANA (18) 
[It 1s the Mister thit make» the Seve iteenth of the Prie~ts ] 


Süt a (38) The seventeenth of the Priests es the Maste: 
because of the similarity of thee functions 


Sixteen of the Priests are found to be mentioned in the sentences 
laying down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees , and 1t remains to 
be learnt who ıs the Seventeenth The persons engaged at the Sacri 
fice, apart from the aforesaid sixteen, are the Sadasya (the Assembled 
guests) the Yaşamana (the Mastei of the Sacrifice), and the Cama 
sadhvaryus As for the Camasadhvaryus however, as there are many 
of them of equal status, we find no grounds for fıxıng upon any one of 
those as the required Seventeenth Hence there remains the question 
as to whether the Sadasya or the Master makes the Seventeenth 

On this question, the PURVAPAKSHA—bemg that, “ masmuch 
‘ as ıt ıs the Sadasya that renders seivices similar to those rendered by 
“ the other sixteen Priests, m connection with the Sacrifice, it is he 
‘that must be regarded as the Seventeenth,’’—we have the followmg — 


SIDDHANTA 
The Master would be the Seventeenth of the Priests 


Objecitton “ In the previous Adhikarana, it has been denied that 
“ the application of the name ‘ Rivik’ is based upon the ‘ performance 
“5 of sacrifices at particular seasons’, and then, how ıs ıt that on 
“ the present occasion, you declare the Master to have the functions 
““ of the Rimk, on the ground of his performing like the other Priests 
“ the Sacrifices at particular Seosons? Then again, masmuch as 
“we have a distinct originative Injunction of the Sadasya, in the 
‘sentence “ Sadasyan vinita,’ we must regard the Sadasya as a dis 
“tinct Priest, like the Adhvaryu and the rest (and as such it would 
“ be more reasonable to take the Sadasya as the Seventeenth Priest) 
“ Nor could the name ‘ Sadasya’ be tahen as applyıng, etymologically, 
“to the Brahma Priest because such etymological application is 
“ precluded by the well-known denotation of the word Nor could 
“the sentence “ Sadasyam Vrnita’ be taken as an Injunction, ot 
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“ Reference, of a second Appointment for the Brahma, as in that 
“ case we could have second Appointments of the Adhvaryu and other 
€ Priests also Then again, in all the Recitations, we find that the 
““ Mantras, laid down as to be recited by the Sadasya, are distinct 
“ from those that are laid down for the Brahma, and hence if the 
“ Sadasya were the same as the Brahma, we would have to accept the 
““ objectionable fact of the two sets of Mantras bemg optional alterna 
“tives Nor could the mention of the Brahma as the “Sadasya” 
€ be of any use, m the matter of his connection with the Soma-Cup 
“ (consequently the Sadasya cannot be the same as Brahma And 
“€ lastlv, the Sadasya must be one who ıs found to be capable of 
“ Keeping an eye on the performance, and, through this action of 
€ Keeping an eye on ot, he can be spoken of as ‘ performing the 
“ Sacrifice at particular seasons’ And further we find that all Saerı 
‘fices appoint the Sadasya separately For all these 1easons it 13 
“not right to exclude the Sadasya from the ‘ Seventeen Priests ’”’ 

Reply We do not exclude the Sadasya from all connection with 
the Sacrifice all that we mean ıs that, like the Camasadhvaryu, he 
cannot be called a‘ Rimk’ The Sadasya 1s certainly to be appointed 
separately Nor is the Brahma spoken of as “Sadasya” But, the 
Sadasya 1s not spoken of as a ‘ Rivik’,—because though the name 
applies to one who has been appornted and who performs the Sacrifices at 
particular seasons, yet he is not mentioned among the Recipients of 
the Sacrificial Fee, nor in the sentence laying down the Dwadacgaha 
Initiation (for Priests) Just as even though the Camasadhvaryus fulfil 
the two conditions ot being appointed, and performing the Sacrifice, etc , 
inasmuch as they do not fulfil the other two conditions, they are not 
spoken of as “ Rtviks’ 

As for the Master, on the other hand, though he ıs not appovnted, 
yet, inasmuch as he fulfils all the other conditions, it is only right that 
he should be spoken of as a ‘ Rivik ” 

It has been urged above, that—‘ the Sadasya may be spoken 
“of as ‘performing the Sacrifice,’ on the ground of his witnessing 
“it” But, though it is true that he is formally appoonted, yet this 1s 
done simplv in obedience to a direct Injunction to that effect, and as a 
matter of fact, we find that there 1s no special function attached 
to him in connection with the Sacrifice, whereby he cculd be spoken 
of as ‘performing the Sacrifice’ The mere witnessing is no action 
connected with the actual performance of the Sacrifice, and as such 
that could not be any ground for his bemg taken as a particular 

Performer’ (of the Sacrifice) Hence 1t must be admitted that even 
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though we have the Sadasya, 11 1s only right that the Master should 
be spoken of as the Seventeenth ‘ Rivik ’ 

The Bhashya said something to the effect that there 1s no Sadasya , 
but this must be regarded as a much too sweeping declaration made 
with a yiew to deny, most emphatically, the fact of the Sadasyq 
being a ‘ Rivk’, and much significance cannot be attached to such a 
Sweeping declaration 


ADHIKARANA (19) 


f(a) The Adhvaryava and other Actions must be performed by the 
Adhvaryu ete respectively (b) The Fire belongs to the Original 
Primary Sacrifice, as well as to the Modifications ) 


Sutra (39) “€ The Priests would perform all Actions, 
as they are appointed for that purpose” As for 
the Fere, that also belongs to all Sacrifices as they 
are laid down independently by thems-lves 


Having dealt with the diversity of Performers, the Bhashya next 
proceeds to deal with the matter of the emplovment of things being 
governed by Name [And on this point ıt raises the question as to 
whether all Actions, ın connection with the Sacrifice, that can be done 
by men, are to be done by all the Priests, or there 1s any restriction 
as to certain Actions bemg always performed by certain definite Priests, 
— and also the question as to whether all the functions of Fire are 
to be performed by all the three Sacrificial Fires, or there 1s a certain 
restriction as to the functioning of these also 1 

On this question, the Bhashya puts forvard the Purvapaksha, 
that—“ They would perform all the Actions, because ete etc [That 
“ is to say, when the Priests are appointed, they must be appomted 
“ for doing all that can be done by man, and stmularly when the 
“ Fires are prepared, they must be prepared for pertorming all the func 
‘ tions of the Fire”) 

But we do not quite understand whether the question refers to the 
doubt as to the Priests performing only the actzons peitaming to the 
Sacrifice or those pertaining to the Sacrificer also, o1 it refers to that 
as to their performing all actions pertaining to the Sacrifice or all the 
actions (those pertaming to the Sacrifice as well as those peitaiming to 
the Sacrifice:) Then again, we do not understand whether all actions’ 
spoken of are those only that are mentioned in connected sentences or 
those that are not so expressly mentioned 

If the meaning be that the ‘Actions pertaining to the Sacrificer ° 
also (are to be performed by the Pnests),—that would be wholly in 
admissible , masmuch as the fact of the Appomiment and the gift of 
the Priests bemg laid down in the contest of the Sacrifice, distinctly 
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shows that the Priests are appointed only for the sake of those actions 
that pertain to the Sacrifice only , as has been explained m the Suira 
ITI—1v—15, and also under the Sutra ‘nirdécadva etc” (X11—n—3) For 
these reasons the expression “ sarvarthah’ cannot be taken as referring 
to the actions pertainmg to the Sacrificer Nor could any actions, that 
are not mentioned ın the sentences ‘ Tanpurak Adhvaryurvibhajai ” 
etc , be included among those that are mentioned m these sentences 
And as for those actions that are not expressly mentioned in such 
sentences, these, being found to be laid down at random anywhere ın 
the Veda, could be performed by any persons capable of such perform 
ance, without restriction , and as such with reference to these alone the 
Priests may be spoken of as ‘ sarvarthah ` 

The phrase “pr ayuklatodt” means— because all the actions are 
capable of prompting the appointment of the Priest , and also because 
all the Priests are capable of performing all the actions” 

Says the Bhashya—‘sarvam purushakaryam’, and this refers to 
those actions which the man 1s capable of performing, and which he 
would perform, if certam direct declarations had not pointed out 
only some of them as to be performed by him, and 1t cannot be taken 
as referring to the Actions pertainıng to the man (1 e , those calculated 
to bring about certain results desired by him) 

As for the sacrificial fires, Ahavaniya, etc , any mention of their 
being ‘ sarvartha’ is wholly irrelevant Nor could it be taken as de 
clared by the way, because the reason that 1s given—‘ svakélatvat ” 1s 
not applicable to ıt Nor do we fnd any mention, later on, ot the reply 
or the arguments in favour of the reply, to the Pérvapaksha put for 
ward by the Bha@shya ın this connection (of the Fires) 

Then agam, if the Fires be held to be spoken of as ‘ sarvartha ° 
with reference to the ordinary actions of the world, then, masmuch as 
this would be fully dealt with under the Süfras ‘ vrharo laukvkana 
martham sadhayet prabhutvat, (XII—u—1), and ‘ nerdécadva vardık 
ünüm syüt” (X11—n—3) —there would be no need of dealing with the 
question in the present connection Even as regards the mention of 
“ sarvartha’ being with reference to the fact of the original primary and 
as well as the subsidiary modifications being for the sake of all those 
functions of the Fire that are laid down in the Veda—that too, having 
been fully dealt with, in connection with the sentence ‘ agnumupasama 
dhaya stuvalé,’ under the Sütras ‘ Vicay€ laukihan syai etc’ (VII—m 
—30), “ na vardrkam, ete? (VIII—in—31), and Tuthotpalta ölösham, ete ” 
(VII—11—382), where ‘ @t@sham’ =‘ of the Dhaishnya Fires,’—should not 
have been discussed on the present occasion 
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For these reasons, we must take the latter assertion in the Sitira 
(“ Agnayagca svakdlatvat’) as a declaration of the Siddhanta , as we 
do not find, in the Sütra, any assertion negativing the one herein 
made And with a view to this, we explain it in the following manner 

The fact of the Fires bemg ‘ survartha has been put forward, not 
as a Pirvapaksha, but as a Siddhanta m ‘reply to a Püroğpaksha m- 
ferred from what has been laid down in a Sūtra of another (dlakarana, 
the present Sūtra thus contaming two distinet utterances (one from the 
Pürvapaksho and another from the Siddhanta standpoint Nor does 
‘ sarvartha’ refer to the functions of the Fire, but it refers to the 
Primary Original and the subsidiary modifications 

And ıt 18 m acccordance with the laws of the Anarabhyavadas 
(Vide 111—vi—1 et seg ) as pertaining to the Laying of Fire, that we 
should put forvard the Pirvaipaksha and the Soddhünta in connection 
with the question under consideration ,—this question being as to 
whether the Sacrificial Fires belong to the Primary Original Sacrifice 
only, or to all sacrifices 

And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


“The Hires must be regarded as belonging to the Primary Original 
Just like all details not laid down in any particular context ,—in 
“ accordance with the Sūtra < Prakrlan vü dvvruktatvat (111—v1—2)” 

İn reply to this we have the follovmng— 


SIDDHANTA (A) 


The Fires would belong to all the sacrifices, the Piimary Onginal, 
as well as the subsidiary modifications , because they are laid down in 
dependently, by themselves 

Obşechon, “ But this has been already established under the Szira 
“sarvartham vā ddhanasya svakalatvat’ (111—v—15) land as such it 
“ should not be discussed over again, on the present occasion] ” 

Reply The ‘ sarvartha’ mentioned m the present Sara cannot be 
the same as that spoken of in connection with the Adhaéna Because 
if we rested on the former Adhikarana only, such things as the Fire 
m question would appear in accordance with the appearance of those 
things the means whereof is dependent upon something else and 
not when they would be independent (as iu the case m question), 
and hence the Sacmficial Fires would belong only to those Dar Homas 
that are laid down in then form by the seripiures,—and not to the 
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Sacrifices , as they would not be enjoined with regard to these That 
13 to say, the Vedic declaration that we have ıs ın the form— yajjuhots 
tadühavahsyö, and not “ yadyajéran tadahavansıy6” , and this mjunction 
of the Ahavaniya (Sacrificial) Fire must stand m need of some such 
means (for 1ts appearance) as are enjomed, directly or indirectly, m 
such sentences as—‘ yavaccaturavatlanjuhots,’ “ Yad grahan juholn,’ 
“ yaccamagan juhoti,’ and so forth And hence m this case, the Laying 
would, ın accordance with the Sutra I1I—vi—2, come to be recognised 
as appearing, through Implicatory Injunction, along with the Fire itself 
And ıt ıs with a view to this that ın Sta 111—-v—16, it has been as 
serted as a well-established fact that the Fire belongs to the Ishizs 
So also, with regard to the Caru and Purodacas used at the Modificatory 
Sacrifices, there bemg no Direct Injunction of the Preparation of the 
offermg material, there would be no direct means available for the 
appearance of the Garhapatya Fire , and hence it becomes necessary to 
seek for the Preparation together with the Garhapatya Fire, to appear 
from out of the Primary Original Sacrifice 

Thus we have dealt with that portion of the Sé#tra which refers to 
the Fires, and as for the other (former) portion, embodying the 
Pirvapaksha (B), ın regard to the Priests performing all the Actions, 
the reply to ıt 1s given in the following Sutra, which embodies— 


SIDDHANTA (B) 
[which 1s put forward in the Bhashya as Adhtkarana (20) ] 


Sttra (40) There would be ? est) ection of actions (to be 
performed by each Priest), because of the mention of 
names ;—these being mentioned for that purpose 


Because of the presence of Names (of the Priests and the Actions 
performed by them), there must be a restiiction That is to say the 
name ‘Hoir’ would be wholly useless, if the Priest bearmg that 
name did not perform the actions that are named ‘ Hautra’, and 
conversely unless the actions were performed by the Priest called 
“ Hotr” it could not be named “ Hautra’ Consequently on the ground 
of this Apparent Inconsistency of the Names we must regard them as 
serving the purpose of pointimg out certain ac tions as to be performed 
by certain persons 

In this connection some peopl declare as follws ‘ The two 
“ names (‘ Hots’ and ‘ Haulsa’) are apphed mdependently of each 
“other to the Poformer and the Action respectively by mere conven 
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“tion (and not through the etymological signification of the words) 
“ and ıt 1s by reason of the mere similarity of sounds that the word 
“ Hoir’ comes to pomt to the fact of the priest bearing that name 
“ being the performer of actions bearing the name of “ Hautra’ (and not 
“ because of the word ‘ Hautra’ signifying ‘ that which ıs performed by 
“the Hoir Priest’) Because it 1s only when the relationship (be- 
“tween a certam word and a particular thing) has been previously 
“ established, that ıt serves as the ground of that word bemg taken 
“ as the name of that thmg, ın the casein question, however, we find 
“ that before the recognition of the names, there ıs no relationship 
“ (between the words ‘Hoty’ and Hauira’ on the one hand, and 
“ the Performer and the Action on the other) 
That ıs to say, the word ‘ Hots ’ is not based upon the perform- 
‘ance of the Hautra action , because, as in the case of the word 
“ Raja’ (not beng based upon the “ performance of the Rajyas, kmgly 
“ duties’), so m the present case also, we have no declaration (of 
“ Panini) authorısıng the elimination of the affix (‘an ) and the redupli- 
“ cation of tbe basic noun (both of which contingencies would be m- 
“ volved m the word ‘ Hoir’ being taken as equivalent to ‘ Hautrasya 
€ kartā’, the Performer of the Hautra actions) And though im the case 
“of the words “ Raja’ and ‘ Rajya,’ the converse holds good,—ı e 
€ ce Rajya’ is “ Rayüab Karma, the Duties of the King ”— yet that 
‘ could not be the case with the woids ‘ Hoty’ and ‘ Hautra’, that 1s 
“to say, the word “ Hautra’ cannot be taken as ‘ Hotuh Karma, the 
“ Duties of the Hotr’ , because in the case of the word ‘ Rajya’, we 
“ find that there «are certain definite actions, such as the protecting of 
‘the people and the like, laid down, by Manu anq the other law-givers, 
‘as the ‘ Duties of the King,’ and these bemg known as such, can be 
‘ taken as constituting the denotation of the affix inthe word Rajya’ 
‘‘ while in the case of the word “ Hautra,’ we find that there ıs no 
“ other means (save that afforded by this name itself) by which we 
“ could recognise the actions, of the Recitation of the Samrdhéni verses 
and the like, as to be done by the Hot» —on a recognition whereof 
“we could base the name Hautra’ And from all this we conclude 
‘ that the names cannot serve the purpose of pomtmg out which 
“ actions are to be performed by which Priests 
““ Question ‘The words not bemg taken m their etymological 
‘sense, what would be there to pomt out the fact of certain Actions 
“ hemg done by particular Priests 2’ 
Answer We have already explained above that this is done by 
‘the similarity of the words (1e the Hautra actions are recognised as 
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“ (o be performed by the Holt, sumply because there 1s a similarity 
“ between the words “ Hor”, and ‘ Hautra’)” 

Reply All this is not quite admissible , because if the word 
“ Hautra’ be not taken as signifying ‘ the Duties of the Hotr, then, 1n- 
asmuch as, even without the signification of any such relationship as 
that of the Performer and the Action (between the Hofr and the 
Hautra), the Names would be capable of pointing out the performance, 
by means of the conventional meanings of the words, based upon 
the similarity of sounds between them, and as such, there would be 
no Apparent Inconsistency that could lead to the assumption of a 
Direct Declaration to the effect Then again, the mere similarity of 
sounds between two words does not always point to any relationship 
(between their denotations), eg in the case of the words ‘ Cala’ 
(house) and “ Mala’ (garland), as we shall show, later on, that there 
13 no relationship between the Rathaniara and the Kanvarathaniara 
(though the two words resemble cach other ) 

It has been argued above that—‘ the word ‘ Rajya’ is used only 
when the King (‘ Raja’) has become connected with certain definite 
duties” But this ıs not so, as in that case, the relationship (of the 
word “ Rajya’ with its denotation) would come to have a begining 
(and this would be contradictory to what has been said, in the Tarka 
pada, m 1egard to the eternality of this relationship) Consequently, 
it must be admitted that, what happens ın the case of the word ‘ Rajya’ 
is that its 1elationship witl, its denotation 1s eternal, and this eternal 
relationship is recognised fiom the seriptires, and when we come to 
comprehend the correctness of (he form of the word, we explain the 
word ‘ Rajya’ after the word ‘ Raja’ has ben explained (the former 
being explaincd as ajfiah karma’), and as such it comes to be 
taken in its els mological sense , and hence even though the significa 
tion of the word ‘ Rajya’ is thus spoken of as based upon that of 
“ Raja’ vet inasmuch as this basis too is eternal, the surd relationship 
does not lose its eternal character ,—exactly m the same manner, inas 
much asin the word ‘ Hauta, we find the vowel sound ot the first 
letter broadened (from ö ” into “ au’), we come to explain it as formed 
from the word hoir’? with the affix ‘an,’ in accordance with the 
Sitra ‘tasyédam karma’ [and this does not affect the eternality of the 
word and its denotation] 

Question “Büt by what means is it hrown that that particular 
Action constitutes the Duty of that Person 2 ”’ 

Ansu ion: the presence of the names (‘ Holir and‘ Hauira’) 
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we shall infer the existence of a Text to the effect (that the Actions 
called ‘ Hautra’ constitute the Duty of the Priest called ‘ Hoty °) 

Objection “ Under the circumstances, there would be a mutual 
“ mterdependence , the Text being assumed from the Names, and the 
“ anplication of the Names being based upon the Text declaring the 
“ fact of the actions as to be performed by a particular Priest 

Reply That does not affect our case, because the Names are 
distinctly perceived to be applicable (to the Actions and the Performer), 
and when we come to look into the basis of their application, we find 
that they could not stand ın need of a basis for their appheation, simply 
because of their having been previously applied (to the Action and the 
Performer) , and as we do not find any other basis for this, we con- 
clude that there must be a Text to the effect that ‘the action called 
Haulra 1s to be done by the Hofr” , we have explained above that the 
assumption of such Texts is made in this manner, even in the caso of 
Indicative Force and the rest, and thus there 1s no mutual inter- 
dependence ın the case in question 

Objection ‘In that case, the present case will have been dealt 
e with under the Sūtra ‘ Akhya@ carvantadarthateat’ (III—m—138) (and 
‘as such it should not have been discussed over again, on the present 
“ occasion) ” 

Reply "True, it has been dealt with on the former occasion , but 
on that occasion we did not discuss the question of the contradiction or 
non contradiction of Name with Direct Declaration etc Tn the present 
Adhikarana, however, we find that Capability and Context mdicate 
the fact of all the Actions being performed by all the Priests promis 
cuously,—while the Names show that certam actions are to be per 
formed by particular Priests only,—so that there 1s a seeming contra 
diction between these two (Context and Name), and this contradiction 
is explained away in the manner shown above Or, ıt may be that the 
present Discussion has been introduced on the present occasion, simply 
by way of an introduction to the following Adhakarana , and hence it 
cannot be regarded as a mere useless repetition 
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ADHIKARANA (21) 


[In certain cases we have to reject the indication of Names, as to the 
particular Priest performing a certam action ) 


Stra (41) The Action s spoken of as to be performed 
an accordance with the Direct Injunction and the 
Specifice Name 


(The quesiqon bemg as to whether the conclusion arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana, 1s to be accepted as universal—the Pūrva- 
paksha 1s that it is so, and on this we have the following S:ddhanta 1 

A specific Name, lke a specific Direct Injunction, is much quicker 
in its operation than a common Name, and as such sets aside the 
indications of this latter 


Sti a (42) Such too ure the Indications. 


The sentence that the Bhashya quotes as affordmg the Indications 
spoken of, is—‘ Yaira hotuh prataranuvakamanubruvata etc”, but this 
mdıcates the performance of actions by certam Priests as pomted out by 
a Common Name and hence we should look out for another sentence 
that could afford the Indications as to the performance bemg pointed 
out by Spece/ftc Names 


ADHIKARANA (22) 


[The Anuvacana (Recitation) and the Prassha (Direction) are to be 
done conjointly, by the Mestrévaruna Priest | 


Mtra (48) “ AN Reciting and all Directing is to be done 
“by the Maitravaruna, because of the Direct In- 
“Junction to that effect.’ 


It having been established that the ındıcatıcns of Name are set 
aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question, 
as to whether they are set aside wholly, or only partially 

In connection with the Jyotsshtoma, we find the sentence—‘ Tasman 
Mastravarunah preshyat: c&@nucaha ca”, and with a view to show the 
exact place where the sentence occurs, the Bhashya mentions the 
‘Agnishomsya’ The two actions spoken of m this sentence (1e 
Recsteng and Directing) are found to be named ‘ Adhvaryava’ and 
“Hautra” respectively, and these names distinctly mndicate the fact of 
all Recstsng bemg done by the Adhvaryu, and all Directeng being done by 
the Hoir, whereas we find the sentence quoted directly laying down 
that these two actions are to be done by the Mastravaruna Priest 
And hence there arises the question as to whether this Direct Injunc- 
tion rejects the Indications of the two Names, with regard to all 
Recitings and Directmgs, or only with regard to only a few of these 

And on this question, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch as we find the sentence distmetly laymg down the 
“€ Maoastravaruna with reference to the Recsting and the Directing, 
“ no significance can be attached to the words expressing the fact 
“ of the two actions appearing conjomitly, as all that the word ‘ca’ 
“ expresses 1s that the two actions might be dealt with conjomtly, or 
““ separately (one followmg m the wake of another), and not that they 
“ qualify, or are dependent upon, each other,—these two facts bemg 
“ always expressed by means of compounds, nor do we find any 
““ grounds for taking one of them as followmg in the wake of another, 
“ as both are found to be equally important, and hence ıt must be 
“ admitted that both should be done And as this would be possible, 
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‘even in the case of all the Recəfongs and Dərectimgs being done 
“ separately, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence makes the 
““ declaration in a general form, ıt must be taken as pertaming to all 
“ Recutengs and Directmngs”” 


SIDDHANTA 


Stitra (44) The Direct Injunction would apply to the 
case of the (Reciting of the) Pwronuvakya only, be- 
cause of thes latter beng accompanied by the Dii ec- 
tive words 


The sentence ın question could not apply to all Recitings and 
Directings, it must be taken as applying to the Reciting of the 
Puronuvakya verses only as ıt ıs only these verses that end with 
certain Directive words, and it is m connection with these verses that 
we find the Direct Injunction under consideration —‘ Tasman martr- 
varunah etc’ And the Puronuvakya verses ending m Directive words 
are found in the section of “ Heutra’ Actions, and hence, on account 
of this name “ Hautra,’ they would be recognised as to be recited by 
the Hotr only (and hence ıt 1s with regard to these verses alone that 
the sentence in question sets aside the indications of the Name) 

At the end of the Puronuvakya verses, we find the word ‘yaja’ 
(‘ Sacrifice,’ m the Imperative) ,—and this sacrificing is found to belong, 
by Implication, to the Adhvaryu, m connection with subsidiary modifi 
cations of the Ishii—sacrifices And as regards the Soma sacrifices, 
the word ‘yaja’ ıs precluded (from the Adhvaryu), as shown under 
Stira IlI—vin—22, and relegated to the Martravaruna, as shown 
under Sūtra ‘Tesham yato vice shah syat” (111—vı—21 Or inas 
much as the Directing person would do both (the feciteng and the 
Directing), we could take the Mastravaruna to be the person directed, 
in accordance with the law to be explamed later on (vnde Sutras TII— 
vii—22 et seg) and in that case the Directing would be done by the 
Hoty himself Similarly, masmuch as with rega.d to the Adhvaryu 
we find a distinct Directive word laid down in the sentence-—‘ Adh 
varyoh praishyak etc’,—we must preclude the word ‘yaja’ from all 
connection with him, and hence im this case, it would come to belong 
to the Pratyprasthatr Priest As for the other Reewtengs and Directings 
(than those dealt with above), masmuch as the particular persons 
who are to perform them are already lnown, they do not stand in 
need of any Injunctions with regard to their performers, and as such 
the Injunction with regaid to the Mastravaruna Priest cannot applv 
to them 
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As for the Puronuvakyais however, they are to partake of the 
nature of both (Recitation and Direction), on account of their ending 
with Directive words, but even then, their recitation constitutmg a 
single action they could not be performed by more than one person , 
consequently they become precluded from all connection with the Hoir 
as well as the Adhvaryu (with whom they are connected by the names 
“ Adhvaryuva’ and ‘Hauira’ the former belonging to the portion made 
up of the Directive words, and the latter to the Mantra-portion) , 
and as such they stand ın need of an Injunction as to the Priest who 
should do their recitation, and then, on account of the close proximity 
(of the mention of these) to the Injunction of Maitravaruna (in the 
sentence ın question),—it ıs only right that we should accept the 
Mantravaruna as the person who should recite the Puronuvakya verses 
(and also address the Directive words accompanying them) 

And in this manner, the word ‘ca’ also (in the sentence) comes to 
be taken ın its direct sense of the concomitance (or accruing together) 
of the two actions of Recsteng and Directing,- which is possible in the 
case of the Puronuvakya verses only, as it ıs only these that are 
found to end in Directive words also But it does not follow from 
this that the Directive words ‘ Prawhya’ and the rest also belong to 
the Martravaruna himself 


Sūtra (45) Also because we find the Hotr mentioned 
an connection with the Prata: anuvika (the Morning 
Recitation ) 


[As a matter of fact, we find a distinct Injunction laymg down the 
tact ol the Morning Recitation bemg done by the Hotr Priest, and 
this would be contradictory to the sentence Tasmāt, etc , if this latter 
were taken as laying down all Recitations as to be done by the 
Matava una Pest This contradiction is avoided by taking this 
latter sentence as layıng down the Recitation of the Puronuvakya 
verses only as to be done by the Martravaruna | 


me ə” nə 


ADHIKARANA (23) 
(The Camasa-Homa should be done by the Adhvaryu 1 


Sitra (46) “€ The Camasa-Homa should be done by the 
“ Camasadhvaryus,—because of therr Name ?? 


[With regard to the Camasadhvaryu Priests, there arises the 
question as to whether the offering of the Cups in Homa ıs to be done 
by these or by the Adhvaryu 1 

And on this question, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


€ All that ıs done by means of the Cups, are the actions of—(1) 
“ Unnayana (Fetching of the Soma), (2) Asadana (keeping of the Soma), 
“ (3) Homa, and so forth and though there 1s a likelihood of every one 
“ of these actions bemg relegated to the Adhvaryu,—yet on account 
€ ot the specific name (that is given to the Camasadhvaryu Priests, we 
“ cannot but conclude that all these actions are to be done by these 
€ latter ” 

SIDDHANTA 


Söğtə a (41) The Adhvaryu should do them, because of 
the Law ? elateng to the Adhvaryu 


The mdications of the generrzc Name aie set aside by those of the 
specific one, only when the latter operates mdependently of the former, 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the name ‘ Camasadhvaryu ’ 
only denotes the fact of the persons thus named acting lke the 
Adhvaryu (with regard to the Cups), (and so this name 1s not indepen 
dent of the ‘ Adhvaryu’) And under the circumstances, if the Adh 
varyu were not to perform the Homa, the othe: Priests performing ıt 
would not be ‘acting’ like the Adhvaryu , mn fact it would be only by not 
performing the Homa that they would be acing lke hom While if the 
Adhvaryu perform the Homa, then it might happen that on certain 
occasions the Adhvaryu being otherwise engaged, the Homa might be 
done by others, who would thus come to be aching lke the Adhvaryu 
Hence ıt must be admitted that the „Homa is performed by the 
Adhvaryu 
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Sittra (48) Also because of other Priests bering spoken of 
wm connection with the Cups. 


[We have the sentence—‘ camasanccama sadhvaryavé prayacchats 
tan sa vashatkartré harati’ which shows that it is some other Prest, 
who, having performed the Homa out of the Cups, hands over these 
Cups to the Camasadhvaryu| Because the sentence distinctly speaks 
of the Camasadhvaryu as the person carryıng the Cups to the Vashat- 
karir Priest, and as a matter of fact the Cups could be carried to this 
latter for no other purpose than that of eating the Remnants contamed 
in the Cups thus then, inasmuch as there could be no eating of that 
out of which no Homa had been offered, it ıs clear that the person 
handing over the Cups ın the first instance for eatıng, must be the same 
that performed the Homa, and as the Camasadhvaryus would be en- 
gaged m the mere holding of the Cups handed over to them (by the 
person who has offered the Homa),—the sentence must be taken as 
showing that the Homa is offered by some one other than the Camasa- 
dhvaryu and this can be no other than the Adhvaryu Priest 


Sūtra (49) It əs only wn cases where the Adhvaryu 
would be unable to perform the Homa, that the 
Camasadhvaryus could be recognised as his sub- 
stitutes. 


[It ıs the fact of their acting un place of the Adhvaryu, upon which 
the name ‘ Camasadhvaryu’ is based 1 
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ADHIKARANA (24) 
[The Cyéna and the Vayapéya are performed by many Priests | 


Sūtra (60) “ On account of the Vedie Injunction (Name), 
even en cases where the actions happen to be 
‘mentioned tn different Sections of the Vedus,—they 
“ should be done in accordance with the Injunctions, 
“6 as en the previous case ”’ 


[We have the Cyéna sacrifice laid down in the section on “ Audgatra,’ 
and the Vaşapeya in the section on ‘ Adhvaryava,’ and with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether all actions in connection 
wth the Gyéna are to be done only by the Udgair Priest, and those in 
connection with the Vajyapéya by the Adhvaryu only, or, m both cases, 
they should be done by the several Priests ] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Tt has already been explamed, under Sūtra [11—iu—9, that the 
““ subsidiaries are always named after that section of the Veda in which 
“ thew Primary Original is found to be laid down Consequently, all 
‘actions laid down as to be performed m connection with the Cyéan 
“ have to be done by the Udgair Puiest only (as thev would be named 
“6 Audgaira’ on account of their Primary, the Cyéna being laid down 
“ m the Audgaira section of the Veda) 


SIDDHANTA 


Sūtra (51) Because of ats taking un the details of the 
Primary Original, the Action, along with ets Sub- 
sediaries, Should be done, as connected with ats own 
accessory details, as lard down by the (Implicatory) 
Injunctions , spectrally as (the particular performer 
as) not distinctly indicated (by the Nume), ats wn- 
dication can be accepted only in cases (where there 
are no Injunctions to the contrary) 


It has been shown before, and will also be shown later on, that 
the sentence, assumed as injunctive of the performance of the Sacrifice 
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as one complete whole, is always weaker, in its authority, than the 
Impheatory Injunction (‘ Prakrtwad Vikrtiti ”), because the former 
appears long after this latter Then, as a matter of fact, we find that 
the Name ( Audgatra’) of the Primary would apply to the Subsidiaries 
only through the said assumed sentence, and even though this 1s 
directly perceptible, yet 1t 1s weaker than the (inferred) Implicatory 
{Injunction Because until the Subsidiaries are laid down by this 
latter Injunction, whose performer would the said assumed sentence 
point out? (Hence being preceded by the Implicatory Injunction, 
the assumed sentence becomes vetv much weaker in authority) Then 
again, as soon as the subsidiaries Are laid down, they are always recog 
nised as having a particular Performer, and as such they do not stand ın 
need of any mention of their Performer , and hence there is nothing 
that the name (‘ Audgaira’) could do for them Nor 18 ıt possible, m 
the present case, to take the name as setting aside what has been pre 
viously pointed out, because masmuch as it 1s necessary for the 
Name to assume a corroborative Direct Declaration, ıt 18 very much 
farther removed from its objective than the İmplicatory Injunction , 
specially as we have already explained above that only those means of 
knowledge that have their basis duly ascertamed, can set aside what 
has been laid down before and not those whose basis has still got to 
be ascertained 

For these reasons we conclude that, on account of its taking up 
the accessories of the Primary, by the fact of the Injunction, the 
Action (Cyéna) should, like the Jyotishtoma, be performed by many 
Priests Though at the Primary Original also, multiplicity of Per- 
formers ıs due to the Names (‘ Hotr’ and the rest), yet, inasmuch as 
in this case, the relationship of these Performers with the performance 
1s duly ascertained, the Indication of Name ıs accepted to be as 
authoritative as Direct Declaration itself 

As fo. those details mentioned in connection with the Cyéna which 
do not belong to the Primary Original, the performer of these would be 
pointed out by the Name of the Primary Sacrifice It 13 with a view 
to this that the Sūtra adds— Avyakiah Cese” That ıs to say, in 
the case of such Details, inasmuch as the relationship to any particular 
Performer has vet got to be assumed, it 1s “not clear’, and-as Such 
this could apply to actions other than those with regard to which this 
relationship has already been ascertained 

But we do not find any case that would be quite amenable to this 
law As for the case of the ‘ Kantakavitodana’ etc, cited m the 
Bhashya, ıt would be natural to ask whether they are mentioned m the 
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section of the Veda named after the Primary Sacrifice, or in a whollv 
different section If the former, then, in that case, their Performer 
would be pomted out by the Name, and not through the Primary Sacrı 
fice If the latter, then, even though this would be directly applicable, 
yet 1t would be set aside by the former more authoritative specific 
Name If the aid of the Law of the Primary and Secondary (Sūtra 111— 
ın—9) be called m, then the Stotra Castra ot the Tyoteshioma, being sub 
ject to the name ‘ Adhvaryava ” would come to be done by the Adhvaryu 
(which would not he desirable) Nor have we, m this connection, at 
our disposal the explanation that was given in regard to the sentence 
“ Mandram pratahsavané, ete’ (Vide, 111—n—26) 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Names of the 
subsidiaries are not set aside by the Primary Because the Name of 
the subsidiary 15 due to its uniform relationship to the Performer,—and 
as such, 1s not caught hold of by the Primary Not isit possible for 
the subsidiaries to bear, through the Primary, the names of ‘ Adh 
varyava, etc Nor again is it possible fo: the Primaries to be related 
to such names as ‘ Adhvaryavw’ and the like, because the operation 
of such names rests m the accessory detail of the Performer And 
that Name which 1s not operative in connection with the Primaries— 
how could that Name apply to the subsidiarses through those Primames € 
As for such names as ‘ Rgveda’ and the like, these are compatible, 
with regard to the Primaries as well as to the Subsidiaries , because these 
names are based upon the fact of those Actions being ‘ done by means 
of these (Rgveda), etc’ and this fact being capable of being enjoined 
by the assumed sentence laying down the performance of the Action 
as a whole, it ıs quite possible for these Names to apply to the Subs 
diaries also (as these are also included in that sentence) As for the 
names “ Adhvaryava’ and the lke, however, these are based upon the 
fact of the sentences mentioning these Actions bemg found ın those 
sections of the Veda , and as such they would apply precisely in accord 
ance with the actual mention of the Actions (and as such they could not 
apply to the Primaries and the Subsidiaries alike) Nor is there any 
thing objectionable in the acceptance of the Law of the (Primary and 
the Secondary) (Sutra 111—mn—9) m the present connection 

Then as for the Kantakavitodana, etc , they should be taken as 
having their originative Injunctions in the same Veda (as the Primaries) 
and hence with regard to these, the declaration,’ Avyaktah Céshé,’ 
becomes quite justifiable 

Nor is ıt absolutely neccessary that it 1s only that Name which 
comes through the Primary, that can be accepted (ın connection with 
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the Subsidiaries) , because as these names would have their require- 
ments fulfilled all the same, there would be nothing incompatible m their 
being accepted, or not accepted, directly, with regard to the subsidia- 
ries themselves (without the intervenmg agency of the Primary) 
Consequently, ıt must be admitted that the Name 1s operative towards 
the pointing out of such accessones only as are distinct from those 
belonging to the Primary (the subsidiaries having their needs supplied 
either directly, by themselves, or indirectly, through the Primary) 


Thus ends the Seventh Pada of Adhyaya 111 
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ADHYAYA III 
PADA VIII ° 
ADHIKARANA (1) 
[The Purchase is to be done by the Master) 


Sutra (1) The Purchase (of the Priest’s Services) as to be 
done by the Haster, as the sacrifice 98 per formed for 
həs sake 


By way of an exception to the Indications of Name, we proceed to 
take up the followmg question ‘Is the Purchase to be done by the 
Adhvaryu and the other Priests on account of its ™ ~ mentioned m 
the Adhvaryava and other sections of the Veda,—or ıt to be done 
by the Master of the Sacrifice?’ And the Siddhania rep esented ın the 
Sūtra ‘ Anyo va syat parvkrayamnanat’ (111—v11—20) could be possible 
only after the Sidhhanta of the present Adhikarana has been fully 
established 

On the above question we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ VVhat should be done by the Master is that he should have 
“ recourse to some such ordinary method (as imploration etc) as 
“ would induce the Adhvaryu to effect the purchase of the services of 
“ the other Pnests, with the property of the Master, and in this way 
‘alone could we justify the name of ‘ Adhvaryava’ (of the section m 
“ which the Purchase is laid down) ”” 
In reply to this, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA 


An ordinary wordly method can have had recourse to, only in a 
case where no othe: Vedic method is available , m the case mn question, 
masmuch as we have the distinct Vedic method of giving the Saciifi 
cial Fee, why should recourse be had to the worldly methods of (winning 
the co operation of the Adhvaryu) ? 
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That is to say, it is only through his having purchased the services 
of all the other Priests, that the Master has been shown to be the 
actual ‘ Performer ” of the sacrifice, and if he were not to do even the 
Purchase of the others’ services, then (all other actions being performed 
by the Priests), he would not be the ‘ Performer’ of any action. It 
might be argued that he would acquire that character by having re- 
course to certain ordinary worldly methods. But that could not be. 
Because in the absence of a Direct Declaration to the contrary, we can- 
not set aside the fact of the Master himself being the ‘ Performer.’ 
And hence it must be admitted that the Purchase is to be done by the 
Master himself. 


Sūtra (2): Tt could be done by others, only in cases 
where we would have « direct declaration to that 
effect. 


In the sentence ‘ efam ishiakam wpadadhyat satruvarandadyat, the 
Porasmaipada ending in “ Upadadhyai’ distinctly shows that the action 
referred to in this is not to be done by the Master (the enjoyer of its 
Result} ; and hence from this it follows that the ‘ giving of gifts” here- 
in laid down is to be done by the Priest. But if the Priest does this 
work, on account of his services having been purchased by the Master, 
by a method laid down in the scriptures, then in this case also, we have 
the Waster hiraself as the ‘ performer’ (indirect) of the action (of the 
giving of gits); if however the Priest refuses to do it, for the payment 
he hes received for doing the other actions, then it becomes necessary 
for the Master to have recourse to the ordinary worldly methods (for 
securing his necessary co-operation). 


ADHIKARANA (2) 
(The Purtficatory Rites of Shaving, etc , pertain to the Master ) 


Sütra (3) ‘All purcficatory rites resteny upon the 
“capability of Man (to undergo them), they should be 
“ done just like the Sac? ufice, in accordance with the 
“name of the particular section of the Veda en 
66 gehach they are laid down ” 


[In this connection we find laid down the Sharing of the Head and the 
Beard, the Cleaning of the Teeth, andthe Bathing And with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether these are to be done by 
the Adhvaryu, or by the Master And on this question we have the 
followmg—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 


‘ Inasmuch as without these purificatory rites, the Pnest would 
“not be a perfect Performer,—it must be admitted that they should 
“ be done by the Adhvaryu, ın accordance with the Name, ‘ Adhvar- 
“yava, of that section of the Veda in which we find the Injunctions 
“ of the Rites m question ”’ 


SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (4) They belong to the Master, as therr principal 
effect consists of the enabling of the Master (to ex 
perience the Result), Just as the Principal Action (of 
giving away belongs to the Master 


Inasmuch as these Rites tend principally to the bringing about 
of a capability m the Man, they must be regarded as belonging to the 
Master Itisonly when the Performer is looked for as a secondary factor 
that the Name 1s accepted as indicating which action should be done 
by which Person As for the Master however, we find that he has been 
indubitably recognised as the Principal Performer (of the Sacrifice) 
Nor are the Rites m question meant to create in him the character si 
the Performer , this character 1s found to be possible even without 
these Then what ıs not duly accomplished, without the due — 
ance of these Rites, is the kinal Result of the Sacrifice Then agam 
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as for the result accruing to the Priests, which consists of the obtain 
mg of the Sacrificial Fee,—we find that this is duly accomplished, even 
without a performance of the Rites in question But as for the Result 
accruing to the Master, we find that this ıs not duly accomplished, 
unless the Rites are duly performed “For this reason it must be ad 
mitted that these should be performed by the Master, just as the 
Principal Actions, being calculated to lead to certain results desired by 
Man, are performed by the Master (and not bv the Priests who perform 
onlv those Actions that are calculated to help in the performance of the 
Sacrifice) 

Then, masmuch as these Rites belong to the Master exactly in 
the same form in which they are done in ordinarv life,—it cannot be 
held that the Adhvaryu 19 to get hold of the tooth-brush, and clean the 
teeth of the Master And as for the shawng of the Head and Beard, 
these are always done by the Barber and the Master 1s spoken of as 
its ‘ Performer’ simply because it is he who directs the Barber to do 
it , and hence m this case also, there 1s no chance of the Razor bemg 
held by the Adhvaryu 


Sutra (5) {lso because of the mention (being in that 
form) 


Inasmuch as in the case of the Action being one that is done by 
the Adhvaryu, we have the Injunction m the Parasma:pada form —e g 
‘tamabhyanakt:,’—whenever we find one in the Atmanépada we cannot 


but conclude that the action ıs meant to be performed by the Master 
himself 


Sätra (6) Because the action is spohen of as subse. 
veent to the Pei son (it cannot be regarded as having its 
performer pointed out by the Name, assigned ın S7ét) et 3) 


İt has been argued above that—‘‘ like other actions these Rutes 
would have thew Performer marked out by the Name of the Vedic 
section in which they are found to be mentioned ’ But such a name 
can serve the purpose of pointing out the Performer, where the Injunc- 
tion stands in need of the mention of one, and the need 15 found to be 
present only mn the case of those Actions, for the performance whereof 
the services of the Priests are. engaged, as this engaging (Purchase) of 
services 19 done with a view to making the Performer subservient (to 
the Main Action), and not with a view to a purification of him With 
a view to this, it 18 said—‘ In the case of the actions of shaving,’ etc , 
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that ıs to say, in the case of these actions, we find that the action is 
mentioned as subservient to the Person, and as such their Performer, 
being already marked out, if we were to assume their relationship 
with other Persons, this would have to be assumed without the Actions 
standing in need of any such relationship , while in the case of the 
actions that are spoken of as the prinerpal factor, such relationship 1s 
already established by the fact of the Injunction standing in need 
of the mention of the Performer 


Stia (7) Also because of the Rites beeng lard down 
wrth reference to the 9 esultant Apia va 


Inasmuch as the Purificatory Rites are laid down with reference 
to the resultant Apūrva of the Principal Action, they must belong to the 
Master as ıt 18 only when belonging to the Master that they could be 
taken up by the Apirva , because this latter is most intimately related 
to the Master Or, for the sake of the accomplishment of the Apirva, 
the Rites must belong to the Master 


Stitra (8) They could not be regarded as belonging 
equally to both (the Master and the Priests), because 
of dissimilarity 
Objection ““ By the above reasonings the Rites are found to be 

“ long to the Master , while by Name, they are shown to belong to the 

“ Priests , and hence we could take them as belonging to both, as 

“ there would be no incongruity in this Specially as the Rites being 

“ purely purtficafory, and as such of a secondary character, there 

“ would be no incongruity in their bemg repeated (performed over and 

“ over again), with reference to each principal factor (of the Persons, 

“ the Master and the Priests) ” 

The Reply to this is as follows This cannot be, because of all 
actions m connection with the Sacrifice, there are some that have to be 
performed bv the Master himself, while the rest are to be got done by 
him, through the Priests engaged for the purpose Even if the Purifi- 
catory Rites were performed by the Adhvaryu, etc, masmuch as 
they would in that case be incapable of bemg done by Purchase (of 
services), they would neither be done by the Master himself, nor got 
done, by him, through the hired services of others, and as such 
they would cease to be auxiliaries to the Sacrfice Consequently 
they cannot be regarded as belonging equally to the Pmests and the 
Master 
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ALDIZIKARANA (3). 
[The Penances are to be done by the Master. | 


Sutra (9): The Penance also (belongs to the Master) ; 
because it is done for the sake of a particular re- 
sult ; just as in ordinary life. 

[In connection with Sacrifices, we find certain penances laid 
down,—e.g. ‘should not eat for two days’ ‘for three days,’ and so 
forth ; and with regard to these there arises the question, as to whether 
these are to be done by the Priests, or by the Master. And on this 
question we have the following—]. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
“ As the doing of Penances is always painful (and is not de- 
“ sirable for its own sake), the person doing it must be regarded as the 
“ subservient factor; and as such it must be accepted as pointed out 
“ by the Name (of the Vedic section in which they are found to be 
“ mentioned).” 
İn repiy to this ve have the folloving— 


SIDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as, like the Purificatory Rites, the Penances also 
serve the purpose of creating a capability of experiencing the Results 
of Actions,—and as the unobstructed capability that has to be created 
is that of the Master, and not that of the Priests,—they must be re- 
garded as to be done by the Master. 

Capability, in all cases, is of two kinds: one that removes un- 
desirable qualities, and another that brings about fresh desirable ones. 
As a matter of fact we find that Purificatory Rites belong to the latter 
category, while Penances belong to the former: Whoever sets about 
performing the Jyotishtoma and other sacrifices is bound to have, in 
himself, certain undesirable qualities, due to his having, either in the 
present or in past lives, done something sinful, in the shape of the neg- 
lect of his necessary duties, and the performance of prohibited actions. 
And if these are not removed they would surely bring about results 
contrary to the accomplishment of the Final Result of the Sacrifice ; 
and hence they would obstruct the fulfilment of this Result, even 


PENANOES DONL BY MASTER 1667 


though the sacrifice may be performed perfectly, without any disere- 
pancies And consequently, the Sacrifice stands ın need of some agency 
for the removal of these obstacles And then, masmuch as we find 
the Penances laid down ın the same Context, we must regard these as 
according some aid to the Sacrifice And the aid accorded by them 1s 
taken, on the grounds of Mutual need, Proawmity and Capability, to be 
in the form of the removal of the aforesaid undesirable qualities 

Specially as the Penances bring some pain to the Performer: 
it can, by that Pain, set aside the aforesaid sins that tend to obstruct the 
accomplishment of the Apirva Just as the slight pam, caused by 
the performance of the Expiatory Rite, is accepted, on the ground of 
Direct Declarations to that effect, to set aside the Adharma (sin) tend 
ing towards the bringing of much greater pain,— so in the same 
manner, we could also have in the case ın question (the Pain caused by 
the Penances setting iside the sms tending to obstruct the realisation 
of the sacrificial A pirva) 

As tor those Penances that are laid down distinctly as accessories 
to sacrifices, or as leading to desirable results,--inasmuch as 1b is not 
necessary for them to accomplish any other results,—and as there is 
no need of the removal of any obstacles,—they must be regarded as 
leading to such desirable results as Heaven and the like But those 
that are laid down by way of Expiatory Rites, can lead to no other 
result, save the removal of the obstructing Sim And co all the Pen 
ances cannot be regarded of one and the same form and character 


Sütra (10) The swhsequent declaration also is to the 
same effect 


In contmuation of the Injunction of the Penances, we have the 
declaration ‘atha medhyatamak’ (‘he becomes capable of performing 
excellent sacrifices’), and this mention of the ‘ capabilitv of perform- 
ing sacrifices must be regarded as pomting to the fact of the Pen- 


ances bemg performed by the Master (who 1s the actual Pe: former of 
Sacrifices) 


Stra (11) They could be done by others, when there 
would be a direct declar ation to that effect 


As in the case of the ‘ giving of gifts m the foregomg Adhe 
karana, so ın the present case also we have the distinct declaration of 
‘the Priests fasting’, and ın view of this Direct Declaration, this 
particular Penance of Fasting cannot but be regarded as to be done 
by the Priests 


ADHIKARANA (4) 
[The “ Red Turban’ etc belong to all the Priests ) 


Sūtra (12) Inasmuch as they are Accessory Details, 
(secondary factors) their performance could not be 
regulated by the Name or the Vedie section in which 
they happen to be mentioned 


[Some people explain this Sütra, as shown in the Bhashya, as 
embodying a reply to the assertion that the Penances should be done 
by persons indicated by the names of the Vedic sections in which they 
happen to be mentioned ] 

But as this reply has already been given in Sūtra (6), the 
Bhashya proceeds to give another explanation There are certain de 
tails which, though having the character of Purificatory Rites, are 
distinctly laid down as pertainıng to the Pnests,--eg, the ked Tur 
ban for the Priests’ (at the Cyéna) the ‘ golden necklaces for the Priests’ 
(at the Vajapéya), and with regard to these there arises the question 
as to whether these belong to the particular Priest indicated by the 
Names of the Vedic sections in which they happen to be mentioned 
or to all of them 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The ‘Red Turban’ etc, are found mentioned in particular 
“ sections of the Veda, named the “ Audga@ira’ etc , and as such, even 
‘though they are Purihcitory in their nature, yet, masmuch as they 
“ are done to the Priests, m accordance with the Direct Declaration 
“ (t Lohitoshnisha Rimşah”), they cannot but be regarded as having their 
“performers marked out by the Name (of the Vedic section in which 
“ they are laid down) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


The amenability of such accessories as those in question being set 
aside by the fact of their bemg distinetly purificatory m their nature, 
the Declaration, by which they would be transferred (from the Master) 
to the Priests, would also connect them with all of them That is to 
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say all that the sentence ‘ Lohitoshnisha Rivijah’ does is to lay down 
the ‘Red Turban‘ with reference to the Pnests, and as such there 
would be no incongruity in these being repeated with each of the Priests, 
in accordance with the Law of the Repetition of the Secondary with 
each Primary ; and hence the presence of the ‘Red Turban’ with all 
the Priest could not be set aside by the Indication of the Name (of the 
Vedic section in which the sentence occurs) And hence there could be 
no restriction as to the Details in question belonging to any particular 
Priest only 


ADHIKARANA (5) 
[The Desire for Rain belongs to the Master | 


Stra (18) The Desəre also (belongs to the Master), € 
at us he who ¿s related to the purpose served by the 
Sacrifice 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence—‘ Yadı 
kümay/ğt varshét po yanyah nicarssado manuyat, and with regard to 
this there arises the question as to whether ‘ Desire for Rain’ pertains 
to the Master or to the Priest | 

As the desire for the Pzincipal Result ıs definitely ascertained ,— 
(1) on account of the Atmanépada ending in ‘ Yayéta, (2) on account of 
co-extensiveness, and (3) because of the Atmané pada affix in Adadhıta) — 
as belonging to the same Ferson who performs the Principal Action , 
hence what remains doubtful is only the particular person to whom the 
Desire for the Minor Result belongs, and on this question we have the 
followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The Desire for Vinor Results, such as those mentioned m con 
“ nection with the Sadomana, are pointed out—-by the Parasmaipada 
‘<< affix in ‘menuyat’—as belonging to the same person who does the 
“ Sadomana , and hence there can be no doubt as to that person being 
“ pointed out by the name (‘ Adhvaryava ” of the Vedic section in 
“ which the sentence occurs), as the Adhvaryu ” 

And ın reply to this we have the folloving— 


SIDDHANTA 


The Atmanépada ending m the word ‘ Yajéta,’ which occurs in 
connection with the Principal Action (to which the Sadomana is subs 
diary), distinctly shows that all the desires connected with the whole 
Performance belong to the Master only That ıs to sav, from the Con 
text ıt 18 clear that “ yadı kamayé’ ıs always to be tahen as ‘yadı 
kamayét yayamanah’, and hence the Result cannot but be regarded 
as belonging to the Master 

In fact the Ponasmarpada ending in minuyat’ also, which denotes 


DESIRE FOR RAIN BELONGS TO MASTER 1671 


an action of the Adhvaryu, is quite explicable in accordance with 
the Siddhanta view , as otherwise, if the Result, followmg from the 
action expressed by the root ‘ Duman’ (to throw) (m ‘ menuyat’), 
were meant to belong to the same Person that would do the Mana (ie, 
who would be the nommative of ‘ mnuyāt, the Adhvaryu Priest),— 
then, inasmuch as the Root ıs a ‘ #2t’ one, we should have had the 
Atmané pada ending (in accordance with Panim’s Sta ‘svarta üatah 
kartrigamint kriyaphalé’ And as this Dnect Declaration (in the shape 
of the Parasma:pada ‘ munuyat’) would set aside the co extensiveness 
(1e the fact of the Desre and the Sadomana pertaining to the same 
Nominative) indicated by Syntactecal Connection, there would be 
nothing incongruous m this Öl, we might retain the said co exten 
giveness indicated by Syntactical Connection, as quite compatible 
with the Seddhanta, by takıng”it as based upon the Adhvaiyu’s Desire 
being in the form—‘ may the Master obtain the Rain that he desires” 

The word “ tath’ (‘also’) in the Sira ıs meant to show that the 
conclusion—‘ samakhyavd na myamyaté’ (‘the Name does not res 
trict the performance as being done by a certam Person ’)—arrived at 
in the previous Adhekarana, applies to the present case also 


Sutra (14) The Desire would belong to others, when 
at would be spoken of as such 


In the other Adhikaranas the Siira has had ‘in cases where we 
have a direct declaration to that effect ’, but masmuch as there is no 
such Direct Declaration ın connection with the subject of the 
present Adhikarana, we have the Sutra simply saying ‘in a case where 
it is spoken of as such” 

The sentence—‘ Udgata atmane va yajamanaya va yam kamam 
kamayeté tamagayate’—cleaily mdicates the fact of the Desired Result 
belonging to both (the Udgatr as well as the Master) , (1) because of 
the mention of the word ‘va’ (‘or’), and (2) because of the Dative 
Gn “Giman6” and ‘yajamanaya’) distinctly poimting to the fact of 
the Action being for the sake of both 
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ADHIKARANA (6) 
[The Mantras beginning with Ayurda” belong to the Master ) 


Süztva (15) The Mantras also, that are not instrumental 
an the performance of any actions, are like the 
Desv e 


[In regard to such Mantras as— Ayurda Gagné ayur me deha, 
“ varcoda agné ası varco mö dēh’ etc , etc ,—there arises the question 
as to whether these have to be recited bv the Priests or by the 
Master And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 
‘These Benedictory Mantras, not being connected with any 
“ action, must be regarded as to be recited by the Person indicated by 
“the Name (of the Vedic section m which they occur) Because 
“ there are no results to follow from them, because the Mantras are 
“€ not injunctive, and there can be no reason for the assumption of 
“ results followmg from what ıs not enjomed As for the Hope ex 
“ pressed ın the Mantras, that could serve the purpose of encouraging 
€ the Adhvaryu, as much as the Master ” 
In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA 

They must be regarded as to be recited by the Master Because, 
having no distinct results of their own, they could not but be express 
ing the Hope for the Results to follow from the Principal Sacnfice 
And there can be no doubt that this latter Result 1s to be hoped for 
by the Master and not by the Priest, as the Result accruing to the 
latter,—viz , the obtaining of the Sacrificial Fee,— would be accom 
plished even without the due fulfilment of the Principal Result , and 
because this Result (the Fee) bemg obtamable from the Master, could 
not be asked for from Agni 

If the Priest should ask for these Results, from Agni, for the sake of 
the Master, that would not be compatible with the expression “ m dëht, 


which distinctly shows that the Result 1s asked for by the speaker for 
himself 
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Hence it must be admitted that it is the Master himself who is to 
recite this Mantra for the purpose of encouraging himself, by the 
delineation of the desirable Results to be obtained from the Principal 
Sacrifice. 


Sitra (16): Speetally as we find the Mantras recited 
during his absence (from the place of Sacrifice). 


We find that these mantras appear along with certain other Maniras, 
—such as Jha “ra san tatra santam, ete.’—which are to be recited by the 
Master, by way of a worshipful address to Agni; and the words of the 
latter Mantra distinctly show that it is to be recited by one who is 
absent from the place where the Agnihotra is actually performed. And 
this shows that the Recitation belongs to the Master, and not to the. 
Priest; because a Priest that would be absent from the place of Sacrifice, 
would no longer be a Priest; as he would not be connected with the 
Sacrifice, As for the Master. even during his absence, the materials 
offered in Sacrifice must be those that belonged to him and which he 
had set aside (mentally given away) for the Sacrifice; and as such he 
would continue to be related to the Sacrifice, as its Master (even during 
his absence) 

And inasmuch as the other Benedictory J/aniras— Ayurda, etc.’— 
are similar in character to the Mantra ‘ Iha éva san ete., just treated 
of, they too must be regarded as to be recited by the Master, and not 
by the Priests. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[Maniras mentioned in two sections of the Veda are to be recited 
by both the Priests indicated by the names of those sections. | 


Sutra (14): Mantras mentioned twice are to be recited 
by both; as thus atone could the repetition be 
justified, 
in connection with the Darca-Pirnamasa we find certain Waniras 

mentioned in two parts of the Veda—e.g. that with which the Butter is 

taken up, ‘ Pancananivarvatanam, ele? is found mentioned in a general 
way in the Adhvaryava section, and again more specifically in the Yaja- 
mana section. And with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether this Mantra is to be recited (1) by both conjointly, (2) or by 
one or the other, optionally, (3) or by the Adhvaryu alone, or (4) by 
the Master alone. And on this qnestion—the Parvapaksha is that — 

““ Tt should be recited either by the Adhvaryu only, or by the one or 

“ the other, optionally.” 

In reply to this we have the Siddhanta, that both (the Adhwaryu 
as wellas the Master) should recite it. 

Objection : € Inasmuch as the Mantra is more specifically men- 
““ tioned in the section named ‘ Yajamana,’ it should be recited by the 
“ Master only.” 

Reply : A specific Name is accepted to be more authoritative, only 
when the Wanira is mentioned but once. When however it is mentioned 
separately, in the generic and as well as the specific section,—if we 
were to accept the indications of the Specific Name, then the mention 
of the Mantra in the other section would be absolutelv purposeless. 
Further, when the specific and the generic pertain to the same object, 
the former sets aside the latter And in the case in question though 
both treat of the same Mantra, yet as its mention is distinct in 
the two cases, the two must be regarded as pertaining to diverse 
objects. Then again. we must find some use for the two distinct men- 
tions of the Manira; aud there can be no other use save that it should 
he recited by both persons. Consequently it must be admitted that 
both (the Master and the 4 dhvaryu) should recite the Mantra. 

Objection : ** Of the two mentions, one may be taken as serving the 
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“ purpose of showing the form of the Mantra, and the other that of 
“pointing out the use to which ıt should be put. And then, inas- 
“ much as Maniras are meant to serve the purpose of indicating the 
‘actions to be performed,—and as the primary action and its subsi- 
“ diaries have all one and the same performer,—the Mantra should be 
“recited by that Priest who gives his name to the Vedic Section in 
“which the action of holding the butter (which is indicated by the 
“ Mantra) may be found to be laid down Because it is only ın such 
` cases that the Mantra, being cognised as to be used, comes to stand 
“in need of a Person who should use it And as forthe mere pointing 
“ out of the form of the Mantra, that could be done, even without it. 
“ bemg used at the time of the performance of an Action, by a mert 
‘reading of the Vedic text As a matter of fact, we find that the 
“ Holding of the Butter is distinctly found to be laid down m the 
a Adhvaryava section ; and as such the Mantra should be recited bi the 
`“ Adhvaryu only, and not by the Master ” ! 

Reply The mention of the Manira m the Yajamana section also, 
—even though it be meant merely as showing the form of the M antra, 
and not as connected with any action, —leads us to believe that it is 
to be used and as such even in this case, it stands ın need of a person 
who could use it; and the fact of its being mentioned in the Y ajamana 
section shows that ıt is to be used by the Yajamāna (Master) 

Question ‘ What special purpose woull bə served by such use of 

the Mantras ?”’ 

Answer (İt is necessary for the Master to examine (keep an eye 
on) the actions, just in the same manner as it is necessary for the 
Adhvaiyu to perform them And in cases where no Mantras are laid 
down tor the Master, the examıning would be done in other ways, in 
the case in question however, we find the Wanlas distinetly laid down 
for the Sacrifice , and hence the examining would be done by means of 
these Mantras. And the use of the Mantras would lie m their serving 
as the means of examining the Adhuaryu’s doings. 


ADHIKARANA. (8). 
[It is only the Learned that is to be made to repeat Mantras. | 


Sūtra (18): Tt is only the learned that is to be nade to 
vepeat (Mantras); as an ignorant person is not 
spoken of (in connection with Sacrifice). 


We have certain sentences laying down the fact of the Master 
being made to repeat certain Mantras ; land with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether the learned and the ignorant master 
alike are to be made to repeat them, or the learned only. And on this 
question, we have the folloving—) 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Ignorant too can be made to repeat the Mantra, in parts : 
“and as such it is both the Learned and the Ignorant that are to be 
“ made to repeat the Mantras; or, inasmuch as the Learned would 
“ himself know the Mantra, there would be no need, in his case, of 
“ another person prompting him in the repeating of the Muntra,—it is 
“ the Ignorant only who is to be made to repeat.” 

In reply to this, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 
The Ignoranti person is not spoken of (tn connection with sucrefices). 


That is tc say, if the study of the Veda had been laid down along 
with the declarations of certain actions as to be performed with a view 
to certain desirable results, — then, it would be possible for the Igno- 
rant Master to be taught the Vedic texts, even at the time of the per- 
formance. As a matter of fact, however, the study of the Veda is laid 
down, without reference to any particular action, in the sentence 
“ lasmat svadhyayo dhyetavyab. And as, in accordance with this, there 
would be many persons, knowing the Veda, available for sacrifices, 
there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (to justify an Ignorant 
Master repeating the mantras); and consequently all sacrifices would 
pre-suppose a knowledge of the Veda as a vell-established fact, just 
like the Laying of Fire; and they could not point to the fact of the 
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Veda being taught at the time of the performance. Nor would the 
texts, taught at the spur of the moment, he called ‘ Veda’ (as the 
proper study of the Veda has to be made under certain very rigid 
conditions). Consequently, only those Mantras that have been got up 
before the performance of the Action commenced, could be accepted 
as accessories to that Action; and hence no Ignorant person can be 
entitled to the repetition of Mantras at sacrifices. : 

Even in the case of the Master knowing the Mantras, we could 
have a person urging him to repeat the Mantras; just as we have the 
Priests addressing the several Directions to one another (though every 
one of them knows quite well what is required to be done); because 
even though the Master might be quite capable of reciting the Mantra, 
yet he cannot do it until urged to it (by the Adhvaryu). And as 
for this urging or prompting, this can be done in two ways: (1) the 
prompter could go on repeating the Mantra part by part (and the 
Master would be repeating it after him), or (2) he would simply ask 
him to recite (and the Master. knowing full well which Mantra was 
meant to be recited, would go on with the recitation). 

The Bhashya puts forward the question : ‘‘ Knowledge of how much 
of the Veda is necessary for a person being entitled to the repetition of the 
Jfantras ?” This question is calculated to clear the question raised by 
the upholders of the Vacreshiku and other systems of philosophy as to 
a, knowledge of their own philosophical systems being necessary for a 
person before he is entitled to the performance of sacrifices. 

The reply to this question, given in the Bhashya is—‘ Knowledge 
of that much of the Veda is necessary, as would render him capable of 
performing the duties devolving upon him,’—this reply being based 
upon the fact of the knowledge affording a perceptible help to the 
Sacrifice through creating (in the Performer) a certain capability (tend- 
ing to the proper accomplishment of the Sacrifice). That is to say, 
though the whele of the Veda is included in the ‘ svadhyaya’ ( Vedic 
study ’ laid down by the Injunction ‘ svadhyayo’ dhyttavyah), yet inas- 
much as the Montra and Brahmana portions dealing with the Jyotish 
toma could be of no use to onc performing the Darça-Parpamasa, the 
absence of a knowledge of those portions could not incapacitate the 
person from performing these latter Sacrifices, Similarly inasmuch as 
a knowledge of the Jshii portion of the Veda would make a man cap: 
able of performing the Jshtis, only that portion of the Veda would 
constitute the ‘ svadhy@ya’ for one who would be performing them 
But the whole of the Veda is studied, because it is not known which 
action and at what time, one wight be called upon to perform,—as all 
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actions, the nitya, the naimiitka and the kamya, are performed as occasion 
presents itself (there being no fixed time for these). Consequently, if 
he read only certain portions of the Veda, there might be occasions 
when he would be called upon to perform Sacrifices with a view to 
certain results,—the Vedic portions relating to which he may not have 
read , and not knowing these he would be incapable of performing 
these Sacrifices ; and as such, would be excluded from its performance 
Then again, the reading up of these portions at the time of the per- 
formance would not be counted as ‘ Vedic study’; as this has a fixed 
time for it, like all observances ; nor would such a reading be accepted 
at Sacrifices, which have all their requirements fulfilled by the Veda 
studied in the right style (as done during a period of Brahmacarya, ete., 
etc ); and hence the employment of such a person would create a 
diserepaney in the performance. Then again, inasmuch as “ Verlic 
study’ is not included in the texts laying down the performance of 
actions with a view to certain desirable results, all sacrifices stand in 
need of the Veda as studied in accordance with the generic Injunction 
of Vedic study, not laid down with reference to any particular Action. 
and as such it is necessary for the whole Veda to be studied during the 
period of Brahmacarya. I through some inherent incapacity, one 
could not read up the whole at that time,—and he manages to get up 
the portions relating to the Agnihotra and the Darça-Pürnamüsa, then 
this much of knowledge would not fail to entitle him to the perform- 
ance of these Actions. 

Such being the case. the knowing of the branches of kuowledge 
other than the Veda (i.e. the various systems of Philosophy etc) would 
be very far from being necessary (for the perforinance of Sacrifices). 
As for the knowledge of Self, however, inasmuch as without such 
knowledge one could not take up the Sacrifices (which are always 
done with a view to certain transcendental results accruing after 
death),—it must be regarded as necessary for the performance of all 
Sacrifices (Vide Clokavartika—section on ‘Afmavada’). 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
I The Twelve Dvandvas are to be performed by the Adhvaryu.] 


Sitra (19): €“ Being mentioned in the Yaiamaiuea section 
‘of the Veda, the Actions should be done by the 
“ə Master.’’ 


(Tn connection with the Darga-Pirnamasa, are laid down the 
twelve actions—‘ Valsamupavasrjati’ and the like; and with regard 
to these there arises the question as to whether these Actions are to be 
done by the Adhvaryu or by the Master. And on this question, we 
have the follovingl.— 


“The twelve Dvandva-Actions in question are found mentioned 
“in the Yajamana as well as the Adhvaryava section of the Veda; and 
“as such, being like Mantras mentioned in the two sections (dealt with 
“under Sutra 17), they could not be performed by both (the Master 
“and the Adhvaryu) ; and hence, through the name “ Yajamanu’, the 
c Actions in question should be regarded as to be performed by the 
“ Master.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (20): The Adhvaryu should perform them; as itis 
for the sake of these ( that he is appointed); the 
Tudications of the Name (€ Yajamana’) too would 
justify that procedure. 

Until the Actions have actually made their appearance, they do not 
acquire the character of ‘Dvandva’; and as there are no words in- 
junctive of them (in the Yajamana section), they cannot be regarded as 
having their original appearance in that section ; as a matter of fact, 
they have their appearance in the Adhvaryava section. And with 
regard to the actions thus originatively mentioned in this section, 
there arises a desire to know who their Performer is , and the fact of 
the services of the Adhvaryu having been engaged for the performance 
of these Actions marks out the Adhvaryu as the required Performer 
of these Actions ; and hence there would be no further desire to find out 
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their Performer, at the time that the same Actions are spoken of as 
“ Dvandvas’ (in the Yajamana section) , and as such they could not be 
regarded as to be performed by the Master (on the strength of the 
name of this latter section) 

Thus then we find that the simple performance of the Actions not 
bemg connected with the Master ıt is only the Drandvaia (Coupling) 
of these that could be done by him (But this too 15 not possible), 
as the Coupling too could not possibly be done by a person other 
than the actual performer of the Actions, bhec.use the Coupling is to 
be done immediately after the Actions have been performed, and 
when all Actions are performed by one Person their Coupling could 
not be done immediately after their performance, if it were done by 
another Person Nor would it do to make the Actions also performed 
by the Maste1, for the sake of the immediate Coupling Hene m 
accordance with the Law reliting to Contradiction of the Accessories of 
Subsidiaries (Süha, X11—n —25), the Coupling too must be ic uded 
as to be done by the Adhvaryu (and not by the Master) 

Then, as for the name ‘Ya@jamaina’ (of the section ın which the 
Couplings are laid down), its indications would be duly observed by 
the fact of the Master calling the attention of the Adhvaryu to the 
Couplings of the Actions performed by the latter 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[ The Adhvaryava-Karana should be performed by the Hotri. ] 


Stitra (21): When there is mutual incompatibility, the 
Karana Mantra should be recited (by the Hotrvi); 
because of the inherent relationship (between the two). 
The other Wantra should be vecited by another 
Priest, who may have special reasons for doing it. 
In connection with the Sacrificial Post at the Jyotishtoma, we 

have two Muniras—one to be recited by the Adhvaryu, ‘Parivirasi 

ele.” which is doscriptive of the Instrumentality of the tying of the 

Rope, and another to be recited by tho //olzo ‘ Yuva suvasah ete., which 

is descriptive of the actual Z'ying,-—both of which are recited simulta- 

neously, by the two Priests, at the Primary Sacrifice (Jyolishioma) ; 
and these same Mantras come to be used at its Modification—the 

Kundapayinimayana (in accordance with the Law that the Modifica- 

tion is to be done in the same way as the Original) ; and inasmuch as at 

this particular Sacrifice (of the Kundapayinamayana), the duties of the 

Hotri and the Adhvaryu are pertormed by the same person (in accor. 

dance with the Injunction ‘Yo hota so ’adhvaryuh’); and as such 

the recitation of both Mantras being impracticable, it becomes neces- 
sary to recite only one of them, and reject the other. And there arises 
the question, which one of the two Mantras should be admitted 
and which rejected. 

And on this question. we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 

“In the first place there can be no hard and fast rule as to 
“which one of the two should be recited. Or, it may be that in- 
“asmuch as the Toy? has a well-established character, the Injunce- 
“tion “Yo hota so ‘adhvaryuh’ must be taken as laying down 
“the duties of the Adhvaryu as to be one by the Holyt; and as 
“ such at the Sacrifice in question, the Hotri cannot give up any of the 
“ accessories belonging specifically to him; and as such it his Manira 
“(“ Yuva suvasa, etc”) that should be rejected (and not that which 
‘ belongs to the Adhvaryu, Parivirasi etc.’). 

211 
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SIDDHANTA 


When both cannot be used, and one has to be rejected, it is the 
Karana Mantra ( Paroğrası ete’) that should be admitted, because of 
the particular inherent relationship 

In connection with this some people offe! the following explana- 
‘tion “ The “ mherent relationship’ spoken of could be nothing else 
“€ but the close proximity to the Prncipal And hence, masmuch as 
€ that which is descriptive of the Ty:ng would be an extraneous 

‘factor in the Tying it would be a remoter auxiliary than the other 
‘ which is descriptive of the Instrumentalaty, as this latter forms an 
“ integral part of the Tying, and as such is more nearly related to 
at (and it is for this reison that the former Mantia Parimrası ete’ 
“ should be rejected) ”’ 

But this explanation is not tenable, as the said proximity’ 
could not serve as the ground for the admission of one of the Mantus 
Because if the Performer would come to the Action, (the Hecaeng) 
through the Principal Action (the Tying), then in that case, a proxi 
mity ol non proximity to this latter could serve as a determining 
factor But as a matter of fact we find that the said Performer 1s 
got at, both as regards the Primary and the Subsidiaries, by means of 
the Name and the Implicating Injunction Nor 1s the present case 
subject to the Law of the Contradiction of the Accessories and Subs 
diaries (Süira X11—n—25) , as both the Alanb as are equally Accesso? tes 
Nor does the mere remoteness of the aid imparted make the accessory 
imparting such aid the less authoritative, when this accessory appears 
ın another action, as this also falls in with the action In fact the 
Manira sought to be rejected ıs not a remote Auxiliary either, as it 
serves the purpose of bringing about a visible purificatory effect, by the 
contrivance of the remembrance of the Tying being performed Hence 
we conclude that the ‘inherent relationship,’ of the Mantra belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu, spoken of m the Sūtra, is that consisting m the 
fact of the connection of this Mantra (with the Tying) bemg distin tlv 
perceptible, while that of the Manira—that belonging to the Hot::— 
can at best, be only wnferred Thatistosay,m the Implicatory Injunc 
tion laying down the ‘ Hoiry’ and other priests, these words being used 
in their direct original signification—with reference to the Actions that 
are spoken of in connection with the word “ Adhvaryu’ and the hke,— 
we cannot but conclude that the relationship of the Hotr, with these 
Actions 1s only one to be inferred, while that of the Adhvaryu 1s 
distinctly perceptible 
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It has been argued above that, “the Hotrz, without ienouncing 
his characteristic details, becomes connected with the Mantra belong 
ing to the Adhvaryu ” 

But he could have been tbus connected, only—(1) if the Hotre- 
character depended wholly upon the recitation of that Manira, or (2) if 
the Adhvaryu had been laid down with reference to the Mantra related 
to the Hotro, or (3) ıf the duties of the Adhvaryu had been laid down 
with reference to the Hotr, As a matter of fact however none of these 
contingencies is possible (1) Because, the character of the Hotre is as 
certainable from the presence of a certam capability, and even if that 
character were determined by any action, there would be thousands 
of such actions (done bv him) that would serve to mark out the Hotri 
priest (2) Nor ıs the Adhvaryu laid down with reference to the actions 
belonging to the Hotrı , because the two words Hoir: and ‘ Adhvaryu’ 
denote two wholly distinct persons, aid as such (in the sentence “ yo 
hota so” dhvaryuh’) there could be no co extensiveness between the 
words (in their direct significations) , and as such it becomes necessary 
to take one of them in their indirect secondary signification , and then 
it 1s a well known fact that all such secondary significations are assumed 
on the ground of certam incongruities or inconsistencies (of the Direct 
signification) , and as a matter of fact, we do not find anv grounds 
for assuming such an indirect signification for the word ‘ Hoirs,’ as this 
is the first to appear in the sentence (and the inconsistency appears 
only after the sentence has been concluded with the word “Adhvaryuh”), 
and hence, according to the Stra X11—n-—253, we must take the word 
“Hot” ın its direct signification, and as a necessary outcome of this, 
the word “ Adhvar yuh’ should be taken as indicating the ‘dutses of the 
idhvaryu’, and with reference to these the Hotr: would be laid down, 
and these would serve certain useful purposes m connection with the 
Sacrifice, which cannot be said of the Performer (Hoért) , and as m all 
such cases it is the puincipal factor with reference to which some- 
thing is laid down, the Hotm, if enjoined, would be the subordinate 
factor, and as such he would have to be connected with only such 
of his own accessories as would be compatible with the Principal 
factor (‘ duties of the Adhvaryu, with reference to which he has been 
enjomed) (3) And if the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘ duties 
of the 4dhvaryu with reference to the Hoirı (and not the Hotri for 
these dufses) then inismuch is only those of these duties would 
come in to be performed by the Hor: as are compatible with his own 
duties, there would be no abandoning by the Hotr of any of his own 
specific duties And under the circumstances the ‘duties of the 
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Adhvaryu’ would come to be merely purificatorv of one not related to 
the Original Sacrifice, and as this would be far from desirable, ıt is the 
contrary view (that the Hotri is laid down as reciting the Adhvaryu’s 
Manira) that has been accepted And hence ıt must be admitted that 
it 18 the relationship (to the Hofr:) of the ‘Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu’ that is directly perceptible, and hence being the principal 
factor, this would be the Mantra recited (by the Hotrz who is not to 
recite his own Mantra) 

Against this, some people bring forward the following objections — 
““İn the case in question neither of the two Mantras should be dissociat 
“ed from the Hotri Because, there could be an incompatibility in 
““ the two Mantras (being recited by the same person) only if they were 
“ meant to be recited at one and the same time, in the case in question, 
““ however, we find that the Karana Mantia 1s to be recited before the 
“ action, while the other 1s recited afte the Action has been pertormed 
“ That is to say mn iccordance with the Law ‘ Mantrantcna Kama 
“ disannipatah’, the Karana Mania 1s always recited before the Tying, 
“while the other Mania (descriptive of the Krayama@na action) is 
“ recited after the Tying has been done And as such there would be 

“no incongruity m the Hof: reciting both these Mantras ” 

heply It is not so because the Kriyamana-characier (1e the 
character of being performed) persists from the Sankalpa, a mental 
operation of the Agent, to the end of the Action, and hence if the 
action of Tying were called up by the completion of the Action 
immediately preceding it,—then all the said time (from the Sankalpa 
to the end of the Action of Tying) would be the time for the reciting of 
the Mantra descriptive of the Kr:yam@na (and as such the recitation of 
the Karana Mantra at this time would be wholly mcongruous, there 
being every likelihood of the time of the one overlapping that of the 
other) 

Objectron “ But even then masmuch as the Karana Mantu would 
‘ be recited before the aforesaid operation of the Tying (beginning 
from the Sankalpa), there could be no mcongruity (no chance of the 

said overlapping) ” 

Reply Not so, because the Karana Mantra, ‘ Paravirass etc can 
not indicate all the following the Sankalpa, the getting hold of the 
Rope, the Sacrifieral Posi which has not yet been brought m and the 
Tying which is but partilly commg to appear, and as such this 
Manira could not but be recited by the Priest standing nea. the Post, 
when the Principal Action has been begun (and not before that) 

Objection “ But even then, inasmueh as the Action (ot Tying) 
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“ would continue for a certain length of time, the two Maniras could 
“ be recited at different periods of it, and thus too there would be no 
“€ meongruity in the reciting of both” 

Reply Why should there be no incongruity, when both the 
Mantras actually come to be recited at one and the same time, the 
tıme for the Karana Manta being mdicated by the Order of Sequence 
mentioned in the Brahmana—passage— yipaya parwiyamandyanu 
örüTa ” while the same time is also indicated for the other Mantra also, 
by the force of the same Duechon (" yüpaya etc’)? Nor is there any 
authority for regarding the Mantra descriptive of the Kryamana as to 
be recited at any one period of time duiing the performance of the 
Action Because we find that the Recitation of that Mant:ais called 
up by the Direction addressed (to the Hotri) immediately after the 
Holding of the Rope, and being a long Mantra it takes up all the time 
from then till the end of the Action (of Tying), and if the Advaryw’s 
Mantra—ie the Karana Mantra—were to come in during this time: 
it could not be admitted without interfering with the recitation of the 
former Mantra 

Objection ““ Under the cucumstances it being found necessary to 
“ reject either the simultancity of the two Mantras, or the fact of them 
‘ being recited by the same person,—ıt would be more reasonable to 
‘reject the time (1e the simultaneity), as its cognition appears long 
“ after that of the subject under consideration and there would be 
“no ground for rejecting their intimate relationship to the same 
“ person (Reciter) ” 

Reply Such could have been the case if, in stepping over the 
time of the Original, the Mantras did not fall off from their purpose 
As a matte: of fact however, if any of the two Mantras were to be 
recited at a time other than the Original, ıt would certamly fall off 
from the purpose pointed out by its own Indicative force , and thus in 
this case we would have a contradiction of Longa (Indicative Force) 

Objection ‘‘This Indicative Force would be set aside by the 
“superior authority of the Direct Declaration—‘ Yo hota so’ adhva- 
“yuh?” 

Reply It would havc been set aside if this sentence had ui 
volved 1 Dwect Declaration (of one and the same Person 1eciting both 
the Mantas), as a matter of fact, however, the sentence indicates 
this tact onlv by means of Syniactecal Connection, and this too 
has been found to be based upon Indnect Secondary Signification 
Because we do not find any word of the sentence directly expressing 
that ‘the Mantris belonging to the Hotr: and the Adhvaryu are to 
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be recited by one and the same Person’, ın fact this is indicated 
by the fact of the two words “ Hota’ and ‘ Adhvaryuh’ appearmg m 
the sentence as Co extensive, and we have already shown above that 
such an indication is always due to Syntactical Connection, and this 
too has been found to be possible only by taking the word ‘ Adhvar 
yuh’ as indirectly indicating the achon (Mantra) related to the 
Adhvaryu (And certainly such an Indication based upon a far fetched 
Syntactical Connection could not set aside that based upon the 
aforesaid Indicative Force ) 

Objectton “The Indicative Force also depending upon the 
“ İmplicatory Injunction, would be very much iemoved from its ob 
“jective The Syntactical Connection would beset aside by the İndi 
““cative Force, only on account of the former being removed from its 
“objective, and in the case in question, the case would be quite the 
“reverse (inasmuch as the Indicative Force would be further removed 
““İrom its objective than the Syntactical Connection would be from its 
“ovn) Becauseasa matter of fact, until the presence of the Mantras 
“has been pointed out by the Implicatory Injunction, they are not 
“recognised as to be recited at the same time Consequently ıt must 
“be admitted that the fact of the Mantra, being recited by the 
“same person 15 more authoritative than that of their being recited 
“at the same ime ”’ 

Reply It is true that we have to accept the Implicatory In 
junction but that ıs for the sake of the form of the Mantra, and 
not for that of the Indicative Power And as for the admission of 
the Injunction for the sake of the form of the Manira, that ıs 
common to both, Indicvtive Powe: as well as Syntactical Connection 
And when the two Mantras have been duly laid down as to be recited 
their Indicative Force becomes equal to any Direct Injunction 

Objection ‘This could have been the case, if the Implicatory 
“ Injunction laid down the Mantras as to be recited As a matter 
“ of fact, however, this Injunction cannot lay down the two Mantras, 
in contradiction of the unity of the Recite: as laid down by the 
“ Direct Injunction ( yo haté so’ dhvaryuh) Though Syntactical 
“Connection could not lord ıt over Indicative Power,—yet if the 
‘ form of the Mantra were laid down bv the Implicatorv Injunction 
‘ even the subsequent recognition of incompatibility would enable 
“us to reject the said Injunct.on and thus the very basis of the 
“Indicative Force having been cut off, the Indicative Force itself be 

comes very much weakened ” 

Reply Tt is only when two means of knowledge contridiwt each 
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other that one is set aside by the other, nor can an unrecognised con 
tradiction be the cause of such rejection And ın the case in question, 
at the time that the Imphcatory Injunction is laying down the Man 
has, no such contiadiction (ot imcompatib lity) is recognised And as 
for the imcompatibility perceptible after the Mantras have been laid 
down, we have already shown that in all such cases of subsequent 
recognition of mcompatibilit, the Indicative Force is endowed with 
the superior authority 

If, in the case in question the tact of both the Mantras bemg 
recited by the same person were mdicated by Syntactical Connection 
itself, then, there might have been some ground for accepting this 
Connection as possessed of supero: authority Asa matter of fact, 
however, what is laid down 15 the connection with the Fofro, of the 
Manira belonging to the Adhvaryu, and not that of the Manira 
belonging to the Hofr: himself as the reciting of this latter is mdica 
ted by the Implicatory Injunction (1e this Mantra ıs recited by 
the Hofr: at the modification simply because of its being so recited 
at the Original Sacrifice, while as for the othe: Mantra being recited 
by the Hotrı, that is aspecial provision meant for the Modification 
only, laid down by the sentence “ Yo hota etc”) Consequently if the 
sentence ‘yo hota etc? were to reject the other, on the ground of 
its imdications being directly perceptible, then, the Name itself 
would come to set aside the Connection, with the Hoir2, of the Mantra 
descriptive of the Kroyamana (ie the Mantra "yuva suvasah etc’) 
And ın that case, there being no incompatibility between the 
indications of Indicative Force and Syntactical Connection, there is 
nothing that could be set aside, and we would obtain the recitation 
of the Mantra belonging to the Adhvaryu While if we were to accept 
the fact of Indicative Force being possessed of superior authority, 
ın the manner shown above, -hen, we would fall upon something most 
undesirable (1e we would have the recitation of the Mantra belonging 
to the Hot only, the other being wholly rejected), and that would 
lead to the very object of the sentence Yo hota etc’ bemg wholly 
set aside (by the said Indicative Power), as the object of this sen 
tence is the connecting of the Hofr? with the Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu, and not that of the Hotrı with the Mantra belonging to 
humself And hence in that case we would have the recitations at the 
Modification (the Kundapayomumayana) exactly in the same way as we 
have at the Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotzshtoma) 

For these reascns ıt must be admitted that, on account of the 
peculiar inherent relationship (expressed by the sentence ‘yo hota 
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so” dhvaryuh’ the Karana- Mantra (belonging to the Adhvaryu) should 
be recited by the Hotri,—thereby setting aside the indications of 
the name ‘ Adhvaryava’, as to the Manira bearmg this name being 
recited by the Adhvaryu, which could be possible (at the Modification) 
only through the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘the Modification is to 
be done in the same way as the Original Primary’) 


ADHIKARANA (11) 


[The Directing, and the Action commissioned are to be done by 
different persons 1 


Söz a (22) In the case of Directions also, (the Action 
commissioned should be done by a person other than the 
Director), because Directions always refer to anothei 


per son 


[In connection with the Darca Pirnamasa, we find certain Direc 
Lons Ind down—such as ‘ prokshanirasadayc’ ete ete , and with 
regard to these there arises the question whether the Person addressing 
the Dircetion is the same that is carrying out the Direction, or they 
are ditlerent And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 

“ masmuch as both the Direction and the Action commissioned 
“thereby are equally subject to the Name ‘Adhvaryava’ both should 
€ be regarded as to be done by one and the same person—viz the 
“ Adhavryu 

“Objection ‘How could there be a Direction ot one’s own self? 

‘Reply The words under consideration are no smperalive Diiec 
“hons, the Imperative ending i» only meant to indicate that tho 
‘tame for the particular acon has arrived 

“The upholder of the ‘Direction theory’ retorts ‘If the Im 
‘nerative in the sense referred to by you were addressed to one’s own 
“ şelf then, certainly, we should have the affixes of the First Person 
“ The second Person, in the sense of you could not be possible unless it 
‘ were meant for another person If however the word be tahen as 
‘Directions (to somebody else) it is only right: that there should 
“ be the endings of the Second Person ’ 

“Reply The fact of the words being imperative directions is set 
“aside by the very fact ot the utterance of these words, and the per 
‘formance of the action commissioned by those words, bemg done 

bv one and the same person —as 18 distinctly indicated by the name 

ece Adhvarycva , and then, im that case, the words could not but be 

o taken as laying down the advent of a purlicular time, and then there 
212 
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“arises the question whether this time is that of the Actions or of 
€ the Performers; and it is at once concluded that it is that of the 
“actions; because it is these that, being enjoined, have heen pre- 
“viously recognised as having an origination; and hence the recalling 
“of the fime for their performance is found to serve a perceptibly 
‘useful purpose. If the time were taken as pertaining to the Per- 
€ formers, then the case would be wholly the reverse of it (the purpose 
“served being. at best, onlv an imperceptible one). Then as for the 
‘Second Person endings, it has been used simply because the affix 
‘of some particular Person was necessary in a Verb; and there is 
“no special significance attaching to the affixes of the particular 
“€ Person used. İn fact it is the action itself which is addressed thus, 
“your time has arrived. If the word were taken as signifying 
“the advent of the time of the Performer, then, he would stand in 
“ need of being told that for the doing of which the time had arrived. 
““ And if he were meant to be told that “ his time for the doing of the 
c Asadana of the Prokshani etc. had arrived, —then, the Direction 
“ being a qualified one, there would be a svntactical split. And for 
“this reason we must take the word as pointing out the advent 
“ of the time of the Action to be performed. 

“If, however, the sentence be taken as real Directions, then, too, 
“ they could not but be taken as addressed to one’s self, the speaker 
“ himselt being taken as the director and the directed, in view either of 
€ the difference between the Body and the Bodied soul, or of the 
“ different conditions of his own 1” 

: And thus there can be no dor’. as to the addressing of the 
Directions and the performance off s Actions commissioned therein, 
“ being performed by one and the san s person.” 

In repiy to the above, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Directions are to be addressed by another person; because 
by their very nature, they refer to another person; jusi like Purchase. 

It has been argued above that the sentence in question is not a 
real Direction: but that is not admissible; as the form of the Mantra 
itself clearly shows that the words involve a real imperative Direction. 
1f we were to set aside this by the indication of the name ‘ Adhvaryava,’ 
as to the two being done by one and the same person.—then that 
would mean the setting aside of Indicative Power by the Name, which 
is an absurdity. Nor could this contradiction of Indicative Power be 
explained away by taking the words as signifying the advent of time , 
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because in that case the presence of the affix of the Second Person 
could not be explained Speciallv as unless the actron were spoken of 
by means of another word, the word ın question could not be taken as 
addressed to the Action in the sense of—‘your time has arrived’ 
Even if this were possible, it could not serve any perceptible purpose: 
because as a rule such words are addressed to living persons only 
The admission of the difference in the various states of one’s own self too 
could not serve any perceptibly useful purpose and apart from this, 
such interpretations would involve the necessity of having recourse to 
secondary significations, while it has been already shown that Maniras 
are to be used in connection with actions signified by them directly 

Hence, even though the Imperative were taken as signifying the 
advent of time, yet ever then it could be addiessed to some one else, 
and as such the fact of 1ts being done by another person remains 
untouched 

Nor would this involve a syntactical split, as the Dnection would 
be with regard to a qualified object In any case it would be necessary 
to admit this object bemg a qualified one, because of the words 

Prokshani’ etc Nor does the signific.tion of many things by a 
single word constitute a syntactical split, as we can never avoid the 
tact of all Verbs signifying at one and the same time, such distinct 
objects as—the Action the Performer, its number, the Transitive or 
Intransitive character of the Verb the particular Person, and the 
Bhavana, and hence we cannot but admit of such a qualified Injunc- 
tion as we have in the sentence in question In fact, if we were to 
take the words as signifying the Advent of tıme, inasmuch as the 
Second Person and the Aciton would be wholly distinct, we would have 
to assume two distinct expressive potencies in the word (and so 1t would 
be in your case that there would be a syntactical split) In the case 
of the words being taken as Directions, inasmuch as these are always 
addressed to Second Persons, the use of the Second Person affix might 
be taken as used by way of mere descriptive reference , mn fact it is only 
thus that we could justify the name of “ Madhyama (Second)—Purusha 
(Person) ’ 

Thus then, the Indicative force of the words settimg aside the 
Indications of the Name ‘Adhvaryava,’ the Directions should be ad 
dressed by one person, and the action commissioned therein should be 
performed by another 
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ADHIKARANA (12) 


[The Direcficn and the Acfson are to be done by the Adhvaryu and 
the Agnidh respectively ) 


Stitra (28) “The Adhvaryu (should perform what ıs com- 
“ missioned), as 1s distinctly shown (by the Veda)” 


[Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Direction 
ış to be addressed by the Adhvaryu to the Agnst, or vice versa And 
on this we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“We have the declaration—‘ Yadanvancan dharayét vajrénadh- 
" paryum kshonvita’—or as otherwise read “ Vajrodhvaryum kshan 
“otla” It 1s a well known fact that the Sphya is held by the 
€ Agnst, and hence the declaration ‘ Adhvaryum kshimasta” distinctly 
“shows that ıt is the Agnit wielding the Sphya who 1s to address 
“the Direction 

“Question ‘Wherefrom do you get the injunction of this Agnit 
“as the Director ”” 

« Answer In accordance with the Sara X11—n-—25, inasmuch as 
“ the Direction is a subsidiary action, it is only right that there should 
€ be an elimination of the Nominative of this subsidiary, and not 
‘of the Principal Action Then again, there are many actions com- 
“ missioned, while the actual Direction is one only , and for this reason 
“ also, m accordance with the Siira—‘ Bhtiyasam syat sadharmaival,’— 
“ the Performer as indicated by the name ‘Adhvaryava’ should be 
‘ taken as pertaınıng intact to the action commissioned by the Direc 
‘‘tions,—of which actions there are many, and as such as it 18 only 
“right that that whereof the number 1s large should be given the pre 
“ference ın the matter of relationship with the Performer indicated 
“ by the name], and hence the Adhvaryu being regarded as the Per 
“former of the actions, we cannot but take the other, the Agnst, to 
“ be the person who addresses the Directions ” 
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SIDDHANTA 


Söztə o (24) The word ‘ Adhvaryu’ would indirectly 
apply to the Agnit, because of the semalu ety of the 
dutes (of the two Priests) 


In accordance with the Sutra XII—n—23, ıt is only proper that, 
through priority it is the Direction that should have for its Performer 
the person indicated by the name, nor, at that time 1s there any 
mcongruity perceptible in the acceptance of this person as’ the ad 
dressor of the Direction , m fact it is after the Direction has been ad 
dressed by that person (the Adhvaryu), that the performance, by the 
same person, of the Actions commissioned therem being found to 
be incongruous the p rformance of these is relegated to another 
person And ar the Derec/or has got some sort of a nominative agency 
towards the actions' performed under his Directions, the said ad 
justment of the functions of the two Priests would be quite in keeping 
with the name ‘ Adhvaryava’ (as the directing Adhvaryu would have 
an agency with regard to the actions performed by the Agnīt under his 
directions) Otherwise (if the Agnit were to do the Directing) m 
regard to the Direction there would be total rejection of the mda 
tions of the Name as it would be neither done nor got done, by the 
Adhvaryu Hence it must be admitted that the dgnit performs the 
actions, when directed bv the Adhvaryu 

Then as for the declaration “ Vugrénddhi aryum ete’ we can take 
the word Adhvaryu’ as referring to the Agnit, as performing the d 
of the Adhvaryu 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 


[In the Karana-Mantras what is asked for is the Result accruing to 
the Master. | 


Sütt”a (25): “ it is the Result accruing to the Priests 
‘that is asked for in the Karana-Mantras: as the 
ee declaration directly points to that.” 


[In connection with the Darga-Parnamasa we find the declara- 
tion — Mamagré varco vihavéshwasti iti piirvamagnim grhnati. And 
with regard to this there arises the question as to whether the “Glory i 
(Varcas) asked for in the Mantra is for the Priost, or for the Master. 
And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘ Just as in the case of the results spoken of in Mantras other 
“than the Karana: Maniras, the Result is taken to be one that is 
‘mentioned in the Context, and we do not assume any other,—so, in 
“the same manner. in. the Mantra in question, the result spoken of 
“must be regarded as the same that is mentioned in the Context. 
“ And as the Maniras other than the Karana-Mantras are recited 
“ by the Master, it is only proper that the Results therein asked for 
“should refer to the Master. The Karana-Maniras however are al- 
“ways recited by the Priests, as it is necessary that their recitation 
“should be done by the same Person that does the Action. If the 
“ Mantras recited by the Adhvaryu Priest would speak of Results 
‘pertaining to the Master, then the mention of ‘Mama?’ (Mine) would 
€ be wholly incongruous. 

“ As for the question as to what sort of ‘Glory’ could accrue to 
“the Priest (when the final result of the Action accrues to the 
“ Master),—we reply that a proper fulfilment of the Sacrifice would 
“show that Sacrifices at which a particular priest officiates is sure 
“to terminate successfully; and this fame would greatly encourage the 
‘Priest. ‘Chis is what is meant by the Bhashyu declaration— ‘ éva- 
“mutsahe bhavishyati’).” 
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SIDDHANTA 


Sétra (26) It would be the Result acerueng “to the 
Master, asthe uhole thing es done for his sake 


The Mantra in question cannot be taken merely as serving the 
purposes of encouragement as 19 done by the Maniras other than the 
Karana Mantras What the Muntra does is to mention a result that 
always follows from the subsidiary action (done with the Mantra) 
Because the Mantra has been laid down as serving a whollv distinct 
pur pose (that of pointiig to the Deitv) and as such it is only when it 
indicates either the actio? or something else connected with it, that 
it comes to be rc garded 18 an accessory of the Principal Action 

Thus then m the case in question, if the Mantra only spoke of the 
glory attaching to the Adhvaryu Priest —then in that case, the whole 
of this Mantra could not be used in accompiishment of the An: ädhäna 
of Fire (m connection with which it is lud down), because an indica 
tion of the Adhvaryu’s glorv is not required by this A4nvadhana In 
fact, even if it indicated the Result of the Principal Actioa then too it 
could not have any connection with the Anvadhana, and this connec 
tion becomes all the more impossible when 1t irdicates merely the 
Adharyu’s glory, which is something wholly extraneous to the sacri 
fice and serves no useful purpose in connection with the sacrificial 
operations Hence in accordance with the Law of the Sukiavaka (11— 
n—15 et seq), the Result spoken of must be taken as that which 
follows from the action of Anvadhana as otherwise we could not justify 
the mjunction of the Manira as instrumental m that Action (and it has 
been proved already that the Result of actions belongs to the Master, 
and not to the Priests) 

As for the Benedicihons, they are directly subsidiary to the Principal 
Action, and hence they could become subsidiaries by the indication 
of the Results of that Action, and hence if thev were to bring about 
distinct results of their own then, bemg connected’ (with the distinct 
result) they could not be taken up by the Context as subsidiaries of 
the sacrifice (Vede, Süfra I1]—imn—11) And hence the case of the 
Mantra in question cannot be regarded as simular to these Benedic 
tions 

Objection “ Even if the Mantra were to lead to a distinct result 
“ masmuch as the word Mama’ refers to the Adhvaryu (who recites 
“ the Mantra), the Result should be regarded ın accordance with the 

Law of Tadoyapadeça as pertaining to the Adhvaryu ” 
Reply It ıs Indicative Power that indicates the fact of the Result 
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pertaining to the Adhvaryu, while the Atmanzpada affix (an “ anadhita’) 
involves, the Direct Declaration of its pertamıng to the Master (and 
there can be no doubt that this latter is more authoritative than the 
former) 

Objection ‘ Well, ın that case, in order to be in keeping with both 
“ (Direct Declaration and Indicative Power), why should not this 
‘ action also be taken as to be performed by the Master himself, as ın 
“€ that case we would have no incongruity in the use of the word 
‘ < Mama,’ and the said Atmanépada ending ” 

Reply It 1s not so, because if the Action (of Anvadhana) were 
preceded bv a recitation of the Mantra then we could have such 
a restriction as you speak vf As a matter of fact, however, we find 
that the Action appearing before (the Mantra) comes to be recognised 
as wholly subservient to the Sacrifice only and as such it becomes 
quite compatibly connected with the Adhvaryu im accordance with 
the mdications of the Vame Adhvaryava’ (of the Section in which the 
Actio 1 happens to be mentioned) 

Nor could it be urged that—‘in that case, the mere recitation 
of the Mantra would be done by the ‘ Master” Because that which 
1s taken up by the Action itself has necessarıly the same Performer 
as that Action 

Objectton ‘In that case, inasmuch as the Result in question 
‘‘ would also be taken up by the Action (it could not but pertain to 
“ the Master) ” 

Reply The Result could be taken up, if such taking up were not 
obstructed by the said 4imanépada ending Büt inasmuch as there 1s 
no poss , ty of the indication of the Atmanépada being set aside,— 
and as there is no possibility of its being taken m an indirect secondarv 
signification,—it is far more reasonable to take the word “Mama” in 
the Mantra either as explained by means of certain words supplied 
from without, ot as bemg used in an indirect secondary signification — 
the sentence ın question being taken as May my Master obtain 
glory,’ or ‘ May the Master simalar to me obtain glory 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Result spoken of 
pertaıns to the Master 

Those theorists who hold the Anvadhina of Fire as to be done by 
the Master himself fall mto this mistake simply by reason of this 
word ‘ Mama’ occurring in the Mantra If they could bring forward 
anv tc xt in support of their contention, then too then it would be 
necessary to consider the question as to whether the Result should 
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be taken as pertamıng to the Adhvaryu and the Master, a» optional 
alternatives,—as m the case of options with regard to Actions,—or as 
pertaining always to the Master only 


Stitra (27) Also because of Indicateons to that effect 


The Benedictions that are pronounced by the Priests are dis 
tinetly declared, —ın the sentence ‘Yam vat kancana rtwya acvhamacasati 
Yaamanasyawa sã, —as pertaining tothe Master and this declaration 
would be compatible with the Siddhdnta, and not with the Pūrva 
paksha view 
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ADHIKARANA (14) 


[In the Karana Mantras, those Results that affect the Action belong 
to the Priests. ] 


Stttra (23): The Results affecting the Action belong to 
the Priests; as the Waster also would want such 
results to accrue to the Priests only. 

This is an exception to the previous Adhikarana. [n a case 
where the Karana Mantra speaks of a result that affects the Action, — 
eg. the Mantra, ‘Agnavishniti mavakramisham vijihāthäm mī ma 
santaptam’ (‘May Agni and Vishnu. ...not make me verv hot’); and 
in this case, inasmuch as the. Result—absence of much heat—would be 
of use in the Action (as the Priests when not overheated would be in 
a position to perform their duties better), —and as such the Master too 
would require such a result to accrue to the Priests (as thus would 
his Sacrifice be performed in a suitable manner),—this conclusion 
would not be incompatible with the Atmanépada ending. 


Stra (29): Because of the distinct mention (of the Priest 
as connected with the Result). 


Under the Sutra 111—vii—l14, we have cited, an instance of the 
mention in Brahmanas: while what we cite, in course of the present 
discussion, is an instance of the mention in Mantras. As this mention 
in the Mantra would be hard to be got at, there might be a doubt as 
to the Results in question not pertaining to both (the Adhvaryu and 
the Master). But as a matter of fact the ground for the assumption of 
the Result being mentioned in the Mantra, operating simultaneously, 
is found to be applicable to both, and as such there would be no neces 
sity of having recourse to a complicated method of interpretation. 

Objection : € Well, in that case, why should not both recite the 
“ Mantra in question ?” 

Reply: When being recited by one only, the Mantra can indicate 
the Result accruing to both,—and all that is desired having been 
accomplished by that single recitation,—there could be no use for its. 
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being recited over again by the othe: And as itis the Adhvaryu alone 
who recites the Mantra (the Result herein spoken of is one that 
belongs to the Adhvaryu) 


ADHIKARANA (15) 


[The Purification of Materials pertains to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiaiy Sacrifices ] 


Sutra (30): The Purification of Materiats pertains to 
alt Actions; as all equally belong to the same Con- 
text. 

We have done with the question of the contradiction and non- 
contradiction of Name (by Direct Declaration, etc) And all these 
discussions relating to the contradiction or non-contradiction of 
Direct Declaration, etc , apply equally to the Origmal Primary Sacri- 
fice as well as its modifications 

It has been shown that the Accessory Details belong to the Primary 
as well as its subsidiaries (Stira I1I—vu—1l et seq), and then there 
arising the question as to how it would be with the Modifications, the 
present Sūtra has been introduced simply by way of showing that the 
same conclusion holds regarding these also 


ADHIKARANA (16) 


[The Accessory Details peculiar to the Original Primary do not belong 
to the Modifications ) 


The last Sūtra (30) can be taken as embodying the Pirvapaksha 
of the Srddhanta put forward in the followmg Sūtra, and thus for the 
present Adhikarana, we have the followmg — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ Inasmuch as the accessory details, ın the shape of the Grass, etc , 
“ have been shown to belong to ali Achons, we must regard them as 
“ belonging to the Modifications also” 


SIDDHANTA 


Süztro (31) Tnusmuch as they are mentioned in con- 
nection with the Premary Original, the Peculiar 
dAccessary Detail could not belong to the Modifica- 
tron 


If the Accessory Detail in question had been mentioned as com 
mon to all actions by way of Anushanga like the Injunction with 
regard to the Subsidiaries, —and if these were scriptural texts pointing 
to its presence at the Modifications,—then, in those cases, inasmuch as 
there would be no grounds for testiicting the Injunction of that 
Acessory to the Primary Sacrifice only, we could not but regird it as 
belonging to all Actions As a matter of fact however all attribution 
of Accessory Details ıs preceded by an Injunction of the Actions them 
selves And when an Accessory has been taken up bv a Sacrificial 
operation, it does not take upon itself, for its own accomplishment, the 
purposes, perceptible and imperceptible, emanating from restrictions 
And these purposes again enter into the (Primary) Sacrifice, only as 
having their extent fully recognised And these, for the sake of their 
own fulfilment, betaking themselves to several Actions, come into 
these as wholly restricted within themselves 

Nor have ve found, at the Primary Sacrifice, the Yipavatastarana 
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being done by the Grass, and hence the Modifications could not take 
in either the Grass or its accessories Those actions,—eg the Vedəs 
tarana and the like—that do take m those accessories of the Grass, are 
not found to be vantıng ın any essential factor, without the Yapa 
vatastarana , and as such the said Details could not enter into the 
Modification for the sake of those—ie the Vedisiarana etc Hence 
it must be concluded that the Accessory that ıs pecuhar to the Pri- 
mary does not find place in the Modification 

The Bhashya says—‘ Pradhanam ha codako’pekshaté’ and the 
sense of this is that the A cessory cannot be regarded as enjoined in 
common for the Primary and the Modification , nor does any scriptural 
text imply the presence of that Accessory at the Modification 
Because if the Modification could call up all the texts bearmg upon its 
Primary Original then everything in connection with it would have 
to be done afresh, just as in the Origmal sacrifice, and that would 
involve the necessity of connecting factors very remote from one 
another 

Then again, as a matter of fact we have found that the mere lmplı 
cation of scriptural texts and the fact of the Accessory bemg enjomed 
equally tor both (the Primary and the Modificatıon), do not connect, 
with other duties, the Pacupuroda@cu, which, among the purtficatory 
rites relating to the Sacrificial animals, has been found to pertam to 
the Ammal dedicated to the Deity Agm Soma And this fact, as 
well as the presence of Uhas (at the Modification), would not be com 
patible with the theory that the Accessory in question belongs to the 
Primarv Original, as well as to its Modification Hence it must be 
admitted that it 1s only the beneficial effect ot the mte performed in 
connection with the Original Primary that 1s transferred to the Modifi 
cation (and not so the actual performance of the Rite) 


UR R T a aa R aaa a a a tlie aetna al 


ADHIKARANA (17) 


[The Fidh ti and the Pavitra should be made of the Parabho 
jantua (Girass | 


stra (32) Theie being an incompatibility, the otheis 
could have no distenct connection (with the Accessory 
Detail ın question), specially because of a par ticular 
Dechin ation 


We proceed to show that the Gass laid down for the Pnmary 
does not subset ve all purposes 

[In connection with sacrifices we have the making of the Pamtra 
and the Vidhri, out of the Kuca Grass, laid down And with regard 
to these there arises the question as to whether these are to be made out 
of the Grass brought in for the purpose of being spread over the Altar, 
ol out of other Grasses And the Purvapaksha taking up the former 
alternative we have the tollowing—] 


SIDDHANTA 


The Grass that has been chopped in a particular way being laid 
down as to be used for spreading over the Altar,—m the sentence 
Tı dhanupancadha, ete’? —ıt could not be used for the making of the 
Pavitra, ete Consequently we must seek for another sentence laying 
down the Grass m general, for the purpose of making the Pawira and 
the Vidhrtz And we find that the sentence ‘ Dhatuh, etc, serves 
to lay down collectively a number of spreadings (and among these 
we find the mention of the Parsbhojaniya Grass , and the Pavitra and 
the Vidhrits should be made out of phis Grass) 


ADHIKARANA (18) 


[It ıs the Cake, ete of the Onginal Sacrifice that should be 
kept in ] 


Stitra (33) Tts a potron (of the former) that should be 
set aside, because of the connection (with the Injunction) 
of what already exists 
{In connection with the Jyolshioma, we find the declaration— 

Purodacacakalam aindravayarasya grahé ndadhats, ete ‚ete? and with 
regard to this there arises the question as to whether the Cake-ptece 
that is kept in these vessels is taken out of the Cake used at the Original 

Primary Sacrifice, or it is obtained from elsewhere And on this ques- 

tion we have the following —) 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch asthe Cake, the Dhana, etc, are meant for the 
““ Savaniya Sacrifice, we must, in accordance with the previous 
“€ Admkarana, take the Cake pieces, required for Grahana, Crapana, 
“ ete , as to be obtained from elsewhere ”’ 

İn reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA 


In accordance with Sutra 1V —ı—28, the Purvapaksha view would 
necessitate a recourse to Secondary signification, without much use, 
and we must regard the Cake pieces as to be obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Sacrifice , specially (1) because 
we do not find any othe: piece of Cake m existence, (2) because 
at the Original Sacrifice only two Slices havmg been offered, the 
Disposal of the remainder by the Keeping under question would serve 
a distinctly useful purpose, (3) and because this procedure would 
be ın keeping with the Accusative ending (m Purodacacakalam ’) 
Consequently ıt must be admitted that the Cake pieces kept m the 
Arndravayava and other vessels, should be those obtamed from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Primary Sacrifice 


ADHIKARANA (19) 


[At the hamya Ishtis, the specification of Upameu peitans 
to the Principal Action 1 


Sutra (34) “The Accessory lard down an connection 
“wth the Modification relates to all Actionsa,—just 
“like the Original Promin y ” 


[We have the declaration—‘ Yajhatharvana rası kamya whtayah, 
ia upamew kartavyah’, with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the specification of Upamew (Quietness) pertains to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices, or to the Primary only 
And on this question we have the followmg—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The Upamcu should be observed ın all those cases, where 
existing, 1t could afford some aid to the Kamya [shtis ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Stiira (35) İt must be regarded as meant for the Prin- 
cipal Acton only, as tt has not been enjoined for 
the Subsidiary 


Some people explam the expression ‘ acoditatvai’ as follows 
“ Inasmuch as the character of the Upamcu has already been found 
“ to be distinctly perceptible, the Subsidiaries that are amenable to 
“ the Implicatory Injunction do not get at it” 

But this explanation ıs not admissible, because ın all cases the 
operation of the Imphcatory Injunction 1s the very first to come m 
Hence the expression should be explained ın the following manner 
İn the case of the Original Sacrifice, the Context having shown that the 
characteristic m question pertains to the Principal Action only,—it 
is the more authoritative Syntactical Connection that connects it with 
all the Actions, in the case of the Modtfication, on the other hand, 
ıb is Syntactical Connection itself that specifies the Characteristic 
as belonging to the Principal Action only, because the sentence 
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distinctly mentions the word “ Kamyah’, and certamly the Subsidiaries 
are never related to any desires, and hence the characteristic mn 
question cannot be regarded as enjoined for these Subsidiaries. 


ADHIKARANA (20) 


(At the Subsidiaries of the Cyéna simple Buiter should be used m place 
of Clarified Butter ] 


Sutra (46) Because of the impossibility of ets being 
used atthe Piim ay sacs ufice, it must be used at the 


Subsidiaries, specially on account of the pec ular 
pioximity 


[In connection with the Cyéna, we find the declaration Drtv- 
navanitamajyyam’ and with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the Butter ıs to be used at the Principal Sacrifice of the 
Cyéna, or at its Subsidiaries And on this question, we have the 
following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 


‘ Inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be a qualified 
‘Injunction in the Context of the Principal Action, the Butter must 
“ be taken as replacing the Soma at the Principal Sacrifice ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Inasmuch as it 1s not possible to have Injunctions of many sub 
stances, the sentence must be taken as laying down a particular sub 
stance with reference to the Clarified Butter (Ajya) And as a matter 
of fact we find that there ıs no Clarified Butter used at the Principal 
Sacrifice, and hence, ın accordance with the Söira I1I—1—18, the 
material laid down in the sentence m question must be regarded as 
pertaining to the Subsidiary Sacrifices 


Sutra (37) Objection “" The same would be the case 
‘wath the Laying of Fue also ” 


“The “ Clarified Butter’ spoken of in the sentence must be taken 
“ as that which imparts some ard io the Cyéna sacrifice, and in that case 
“ masmuch as the Clarified Butter used at the Pasamana Ishits of 
“ the Laying of Fire would also be imparting some aid to the Cyena, 
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“we would have the Simple Butter at these [shits also m place of the 
“Clarified Butter ” 


Sutra (38) Reply İt cannot be so, because these 
(Ishtis) do not appeur on the Context (of the Cyéna), 
specially as (the mere fact of the Ishtes imparting an aid 
to the Cyena) cannot be a ground for regarding them 
as Subsidiaries to it 
That 1s to say, an Action becomes subsidiary to a Sacrifice, not by 

merely imparting an aid to this latter, but by imparting such aid while 

being laid down mits Context And as a matter of fact, the Clamfied 

Butter that is found ın the Context of the Cyéna ıs that which is 

mentioned ın its Injunction, and not that used at the Pavamana Ishtis 

and as such we have the restriction that ıt 1s only at the actual 

Subsidiaries of the Cyéna (and not at these Zshirs) that the Clarified 

Butter is to be replaced by simple Butter 


regan — Cad .su..........d A — 


ADHIKARANA (21) 


[At all the Subsidiaries of the Cyéna we have Simple Butter in 
the place of Clarified Butter ) 


Sitra (89) “€ The Replacing would be at the particular 
‘6 Subsidiaries (performed at the time of the Sutyi), 
‘because of Indvcations to that effect ”? 

Now there arises the question as to whether the Clarified Butter 18 
to be replaced by Sample Butter, only at those Subsidiaries that are 
performed at the time of the Sulya, or at all the Subsidiaries of the 
Cyena And on this, we have the folloving— 


PÜRVA PAKSHA 

“The Replacing is (o be only at the Subsidiaries performed at the 
‘time of the Suty@ (1) because of the proximity (of Context), (2) 
“ also because of Inference from Analogy, based upon Indications, the 
“ argument being this —The presence of the Animal as an accessory 
“of the Cyöna has been found to appear at those Subsidiaries that 
“ are performed at the time of the Sudyd , as the Subsidiaries connected 
‘with the Agnisiomiya and the Anubandhya (animals of the Cyéna) 
“ are spoken of as aided by other Accessories (and not by the Clarified 
“ Butter) Consequently, the simple Butter also must be regarded as 
“ an accessory of those Subsidiaries only that are performed at the 
“ time of the Sulya ”’ 

SIDDHANTA 
Sūtra (40) It must be at all the Subsidiaries, because 
of its beng related equally to all ,— 

as has been fully established under the Süfra 111—v1—2 


Stttra (41) As for the Indications (spoken of), they could 
be regarded as authoritative only when referring to 
something based upon Reason. 

That 1s to say, it is a well known fact that such Indications can be 
regarded as authoritative only with regard to such subjects as are 
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amenable to Reason only The case m question however is found to 
be amenable to Verbal Authority only Because the ‘ Sahalambha’ 
(Killing together of the Animals) is to be done at the time of the Sutya, 
not because it 18 an accessory laid down with special reference to this 
time, but because of a reasoning,—which however does not apply to 
the case ın question, of the Butter. 

This ‘ reasoning’ we proceed to show as follows There is a certain 
order of sequence pomted out m certain sentences, whose authority in 
the shape of Direct Declaration is to be mferred from proxımıty , and 
the connecting of the other Details with the time of the Sutya would be 
m keepmg with this order of sequence Specially as in connection with 
the time of the Savantya, we do not find any section dealing with the 
Animals; and as such we could not but pass over the time of this 
Savaniya Nor could there be two ways of taking the things, asın 

that case we would have both (which would not be demrable) Thus 
then, the Indications ın question are quite compatible with the 
Siddhanta view 


ADHIKARANA (22) 
[The Savamya Offerings only consist of Flesh 


Sutra (42) The Flesh belongs to the Savaniya Offe ings 
because of the particular Injunction 


[In connection with the ‘Capyanamayana extending over thirty- 
sıx years’, we find the declaration—‘ Samthité samsthité’ ham mrga 
paturmrgayam yabı, sa tatra yan mrgan hann teshamantarasah purodaçah 
savaniya bhavantr’, and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether the Flesh of the animals killed in the hunting is to 
form the Cakes at the Savantya as well as the other offermgs, or at the 
Savantya only And on this question ve have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“« Inasmuch as the word “ Purodaca’ (ın the sentence ın question) 
“ could not be taken as referring to the Dhana and the other offermgs 
“ of the Savaniya, we must regard all the Cakes as to be made of the 
€ Flesh m question And even though the sentence speaks of the 
“€ “ Savaniya, Offerings,’ yet this could not be taken as specifying the 
“ Cake (as this specification would involve a syntactical split) ”’ 

In reply to this we have the followmg— 


SIDDHANTA 


The mention of the word ‘Savantya’ cannot be regarded as 
mistaken reading, and nence, ın accordance with the Stira I—iv—28, 
we must take the word ‘ Purodüçüh” ın its secondary signification, and 
as such, including the Dadan and the other Savansya Offerings 


Stitra (48) Objection “In the absence of Proximity, 
the recourse to Secondary signification cannot be 
admissible 7” 


“Inasmuch as the Dhana, ete are wholly different from the 
Purodaça, we cannot rightly take the word “ Purodaga’ as indirectly 
indicating those other substances For, even if this were possible, it 
could be so only by the word ‘ Purodacah’ bemg partly taken, by wat 
of a reference to the word ‘Savaniya’ (and this too would not be 
admissible) ” 
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sūtra (44) Reply The word could be (taken as indirectly 
indicating the Savaniya offerings) , because of rts being 
found to be so tndricatwe, in connection wth the 
Original Pavmary Sacroefice, gust as an the case of 
the Varraja 


In connection with the Primary Sacrifice, we find the declaration— 
‘ Purodacanalankuru,—where the word ‘ Purodacan’ indicates the 
Dhana and the other offermgs, as for the word “ Savanitya’ however, we 
do not find it ever applying to any other offermgs save the Savaniya 
Then agam, the word ‘ Purodeçah” could very well indicate the Dhana, 
etc , on account of the proximity of these, while the word ‘ Savanityah’ 
cannot indicate anything else And then, inasmuch as that Purodaca 
which does not constitute a Savaniya Offering can have no connec 
tion with the Dhana, etc ,—1t must be admitted that the Flesh in ques- 
tion is to be employed at the Dhana and other offerings ın connection 
with the Savaniya 


Thus have we explamed the relation of subserviency among 
Actions,— as based upon the (sıx) Means of Knowledge,—whose certitude 
is based finally upon Direct Vedie Declaration, and with regard to 
which the question of their comparative authoritativeness has been 
fully dealt with, as leading to definite conclusions in cases of con 
flict among the various Means of Knowledge 


Thus ends the Eighth Pada of Adhyaya III 


Thus ends the Third Adhyaya 


ATER Se 


Here ends the T'antravartika of Bhatta Kumarila 
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616, 659 689 732, 787 877, 878 908, 
997, 1000, 1001 1003, 1004, 1012, 1208, 
1289, 1291, 1301, 1303, 1313, 1°14, 
1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1336, 1340, 
1343, 1847 1348 1353 1360, 1361, 
1619 

Bhavartha 474 493 

Bhavarthacbada, 492 

Bhavacabda, 473 

Bhavatı, 477 

Bhavayatı, 478 

Bhüvayöt—-katham, 492 


966 967 € 70 
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Bhavayet—kım 488 

; kena 489 

Bhisma 190 

Bhütamça 100 

Bhü 477, 478 

Bhüyastva 1154 

Bilva 15728 

Body 517 519 521 901 998, 1257 
1259 1370 

Boy, 1056 

Brahma, 1623 1638 

Biahmacharya, 162 163 

Bröhmana 7, 10 103 193 191 195 
196 198 227 241 444 568 570 816 
821 828 890 908 1051, 1131 1519 
1222 1247, 1377 1379 1462, 1497 
1499 1502, 1503 

Brahmanöna na mlechhitavyam 2 9 

Braneh 1554 

Brhat 919 

Bricks 1561 

Brightness 1383 

Puddha 165 179 

Bull 291 

Butter, 946 1445, 1446 1447 1448 
1511 1707 


Cake, 94, 1049, 1051, 1052 1257 1259, 
1421 1442, 1443 1444 1454 1455 
1456 

Calf, 852 853 

Callıng 1065 1060 

Camasa 1470 1623 1625 

Camasödhvaryu 1623 1624, 1625 1640 

Cart, 1454, 1615 

Cart wheel shapod 1454 

Caru, 1259, 1261, 1262, 1265 1266 
1411 1410 1422 1423 1424, 1426, 
1427, 1428, 1431 1432 1438, 1434, 


1435 1444 
Caste, 10 11 816, 818 819 821, 823 
Cattle 1518 1525 
Caturhotra pürramaösiı 1604 
Caturmasya, 902 
Cayana, 866, 868 869 
Challenge 876 
Chanda 12) 
Chandoga, 1466 
Chanting, 184 
Child 9 10 49 
Cinut3 868 
Chopping, 1053 1595 
Citpatistva etc , 605 
Citra 368 388, 390 
Citrini, 1561 
Cleaning, 1556 
Cloth, 145 146 153 
Clothes 1382 1383 1386 
Coalition, 1165 1166 
Commence, 187 
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Competition 1524 

Compilation 165, 167, 168 

Completion, 899, 906 917 

Composite, 648, 650 665 

Compound, 545 547, 548 550 556, 807 
808, 959 960 961 965 966 967 968 
970, 1471 

Compound—Bahuviiht 
966 967 970 

Concord 106 

Conflict 1164 1165 1172 
1182 1183, 1186 1187, 
1190, 1191, 1192 1193 
1:00 1203 1204, 1205 
1212, 1214 1224, 1227 
1269 1291, 1370 

Conver ation 1380 1381 

Conversing 1380 1981 

Cookmg 1258 1352 

Cora 521 951 954 

Couplets 1087 

Courses, 1380 138: 

Covering 1284, 1550, 1553 

Covering, protective, 1284 

Cows, 817, 854 

Cubit 1028 1029 

Cups 815 863 1108 1109 1110 
1112 1124 1125, 1449 1461 
1468, 1469 1470 1474 1477 1479, 
1494, 1496 1497 1499 1503 1523 
1524 1525 1546 1549, 1623 1625 

Cupholder, 1468 

Cabdabiahma 998 999 

Cabdatva, 293 

Cikha, 903, 904, 908, 910, 913 914 

Cikta 1215 

Cala 1648 

Çamıtr 1626 

Çamyu 13877, 1379 

Cintimayah Sruchah 538 

Castra, 542 563 

Cistra, 316 

Çatam brahman*h somam bhaksayanti 
1497 1499, 1501 1502 

Catapatha 1051 1052 

Çesa, 921, 922 923 930 1420 1425 

Cesalaksana 921, 922 923 

Çıksa 119 

Çona 1322 1324 1328 

Çono dhavatı, 1328 

Gri, 1327 

Çrotriya,, 1255 

Çıuta, 153 

Qrut, 124, 936 1164, 1167 1168 
1170, 1172, :173 1175 1176 
11783 1170 1183 1184 1186 
1190 1191 1194 1195 1196 
1198, 1199 1200 1201 1202, 
1215, 1216 1218, 1220 1221 
1224, 1227 1230 1233 1369 


808, 959, 961 


1174 1178, 
1188 1189 
1104 1195, 
1207 1210 
1239, 1256 


1111, 
1463 


1169 
1177 
1187 
1197 
1212 
1223 
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Çunahshapa 1210 
Çundhadhvam, 1212 
Çveta, 885 

Cyena, 403, 1707 


Dabdhiramfsit, 1169 

Dadhi, 691 752, 771 946, 1490 

Dadbna Juhoti, 679 691 

Dadhnéndriyakamasya Juhuyat 752 

Daksay ana, 840, 841, 842 843 

Daksınah somasya, 1608 

Daksyayanayajnefia yajéta 840 

Darga, 152 1078, 1080, 1084 1085 

Darcapdrnamasa 633, 066, 840, 841 
842 845, 847 851, 873, 946, 948, 950, 
1031, 1034, 1039, 1078 1144 1156, 
1212 1235, 1258 1276 1277, 1280, 
1289 1310 1364, 1365 1374, 1380 
1389, 1515 1532, 1695, 1597 1598, 
1600 1604, 1616 

Darvı homa 1148 

Daçadaçaıkömçecamasanupasanpeyuh 
1497 1501 

Dacapavitrena 1016 

Daçapavıtrona giaham sammaist: 994 

Daçapeya, 1497 1625 

Daçatya, 1093 

Dative ending, €71 

Day 46 1223, 1225 
12:32, 1585 1540 

Death 596 

Deity, 414 424 427, 542 543 547, 549 
552 558, 554 556 561 562 646 669 
671 672 698 705 717, 719, 736, 856, 


1225, 1227 1239 


857 864 908 1059, 1070 1072 1074 
070 1078 1082, 1083 1084 1085 
1080, 1108 1109 1110 1111, 1112 
1113 1114 1115 11160, 1117 1118 
1119 1122 1123 1124 1125 1126, 
1153 1:09 1219 1260 1262 1203 
1264 1266 1207 1424 1432 1443 
1454 152 
Del ique neies 1366 
Deliverance 119 
Denomination, 960 
s verbal 960 
nominal 960 
Denotabılıvy 1339 
Depiecation, 24 26 42 
Desire 810 881, 1296 1300 
Devadatta 1327 1351 
Devasya två nırvapamı 1181 
De Ava: Çanvum abiuvan yo brah 
maniyavaguret 1377 
Dharma, 2 6 1, 104 1123 119 128 
133, 166 180 181 184 187 :88, 203 


203, 267, 209 202 320 924 
Dhavya, 1088 
Dhrtarastra, 191 
Dhrtyai, 1242 1245 
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Dhruva, 1445, 1447 1448 
Digesting, 1102 

Digestion, 1412 

Digging 1595 

Diksah somasya 1608 
Diksaniyaé, 1144, 1145, 1569, 1586 
Directing, 1651, 1652 1689 


Direction 121, 486, 593 1066, 1193 1203, 


1286, 1380 1653 
Direction, 1617, 1618 1689 
Dirgha, 1239, 1241 1242 
Dirghasoma, 1239, 1240, 1241 
Dirghasom3 santrdyad, dhrtyai, 1239 
Dishgurement, 1386 
Disposal, 1412, 1439, 1450 1458 1571 
Disposal offering 1076 1153 1456, 14:8 
Disruption, 1142 
Draupadi, 192 
Dravida, 219 
Drinker 1117 
Drinking, 1116, 1411 
‘Drtinavanitam’ 1705 
Dropsy, 1393 1398 
Dualıty, 1229, 1230, 1232 
Duplication, 905, 915 
Durability, 1242 1243 
Dvadaçaha 1223 
Dv aipayana, 190 
Dviraindravavavyasya bhal sayatı 
1457, 1458 
Dviratra, 1229 
Dvirhvisovadvatı 1421, 14 3 
Dvyavadöna, 1419 
Dvyavadanam yuhotu, 1425, 1427, 1434 


hastern, 255 

Eating, 1102, 1103, 1105 
1113, 1116, 1118 1119 
1124, 1125 1126 1129 
1443, 1444 1457 1459 
1462, 1463 1464, 1466 
1471, 1472, 1478 1474 1475 
1479, 1480, 1482 1483, 1480 
1488, 1489, 1490 1493,, 1494 
1499, 1502, 1503 

Effort, 1107 

Eha, 1105 

Ekahāyanīi, 861, 967, 968, 980, 981, 982, 
983, 984, 885, 991 

Ekahayanya, 959, 985 988 

Ekam hüöyanam asyah, 967 

Ekasya hayanasya tyam 967 [269 

Ekaha Cabdah Kémadhug bhavats 

Ekatkam, 1501 

Ekarthavartevat vacah, 1166 

Hkaya etc, 101 

Eke två, 1187 

Elements, 518 810 

Employment 1643 [1618 

Endings, 537, 1349, 1350, 1352, 1617 


1109 
1122 
1442 
1401 
1470 
1470 
1487 
1497 


1108, 
1120 
1130, 
1460 
1408, 
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Endings, Case 537, 1350, 1352 

Endings, Conjugational, 1349, 1350 

Enemy 1386 i 

Entirelv 1154 

E” 7 darsapūrnamãsayadaksnâ, 1443, 

Esa var havisa 
863 

Etasya, 784, 

Etasyawa revatesu varavantyam, 774 

| Etayü anvidhya Kamam, 828 829 

Ete vadanh, hotucst püruğ haviradyam 
acata, 1479 

Etymology, 217, 418 552, 821, 1163 
1632 

Eulogistic character 44 

Kulogisation, 1074 

Eulogy, 562, 892 1444 

Evening, 1554, 1556 

Expiation, 897 906, 917 


yo dabhyam grvhitva, 


Face 11, 49 

brightening of 11 

False, 1365 

Falsity, 1367 

Farming 187 

Fasts, 184 

Fat, 42 1550 

Father 9 184 

Fee 1442, 1443 1607, 1632 1634, 1635 
1636 1638 1640 

Femininity 1327 

Festivals, 184 

Fetching 1554 

Fire 13 46 52 421 832 833 868 869 
870, 992 1056, 1061 1062, 1063, 1365, 
1433, 1434 1527, 1580 1531 1532 
1533 1534 1561, 1643, 1645 

Fire kmdling 1040 1041 1614 7 

Fire laving 1141 1142 1143, 1148, 1526 
1527 1528 1529 1530 1531, 1534 

Fist 1550 

Fist closing, 1045 1046 1048 

Fondling, 854 

Force 505 6509 709 

Footmg 1521, 1562 

Fruit, 8070 

Fuel 1284, 1354 

Fuel stick 1284 


1061, 


y 


Görhapatya 1063, 1169, 
1173 ,1176 

Garhapatyam, 1062, 1063 

Garhpatye 1062 1063 

Gautama 244 245 

Gayatracchandasah, 1198 

Gavatri 1128 

Gender 979 1002, 1327,1328 1350 

Generation, 10 

Genitive ending, 980, 988 


1172, 
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Ghritam, 460 461 

Ghritam devaaam mastu pıityınam, 1286 

Gifts, 1224, 1390, 1393 to 1401 

Gara, 1193 

Glorification 4, 122, 887, 888 1288 

Gloss, 852 

Go 346, 963, 964 

Gotva 346 

God 45, 1120 1274 1379 

Godana 925 

Gold 1382, 1386 

Golden 1106 

Goman 960 963 964 965 

Goyajñā 925 

Graha, 1026, 1027 

Gra.högrata 805 

Graham, 994, 1003 1004 1013 1016 
1017 

Gaham Sammarstı 997 999 1010 

Grahana 710 716, 719 

Grahayöt 1406 1408 

Gram, 521, 1196, 1257 1258 1259 

Grammarians 969, 979 1315 
1329 1330 1337 1343 1344 
1348 1351 1352 1363 

Grass, 1281, 1550 1557, 1595, 1598 

Grass bundle, 1070, 1072, 1074 1076 
1079 1082, 1084 

Grasa spreading 1045, 1046 

Gravastut 1468 

Greatness 556 

Greed, 156 165 174 182, 184 187 

Grhnatı 702 

Grhniyat 810 1408 

Grhva 271 

Grhyasiitra 244, 252 

Grmding, 1255, 1257 1258 1260 1202 
1263, 1264 1266 1267 1268 

Guests 1288 1640 

Guna 930 1054 


Hautra, 1616, 1644 
1651 

Hariyojana 1468 1469 

Hastam avanenaktı ulaparajinstrnati, 
1045 

Hasti 1327 

Havırdhana 1614 1615 

Havirdhané Gravabhisutya ahavaniyé 
hutvü Sadası bhaksin bhaksayanti 
1475 

Haviskrt, 1066, 1067 

Haviskrt ehi triravaghnan ahvayatı 
1065 

Head 1602 

Heart 677 1257 

Heaven 86 98 1399 

Hell, 1312 

Herbs 86 

Hüm avamé, 1102 


1316, 
1347, 


1647 1:49 1650 
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Holding, 1102, 1104 1105 1107, 1284 
1285, 1320 1046, 1549, 1580 


Hole 1553 

Holaka, 248 

Homa 153 184 680, 681, 695 752 771 
925 1031 1032 1073 1388 1419, 


1432 1435 143) 1437 1459 1475, 1477 

Honey 12 

Horns, 86 98 

Horse, 91, 1008 1324, 1390, 1391, 1393, 
1396 1397, 1400 1401, 1403, 1404 
1406, 1407 1469 1410 

Hotr 1295 1479 1480 1486 
1623, 1646 1647 1649 1651 1653 

Hotuçoamasan 1459, 1461 

Hrday asyāgre vadyatı 709 

Hunger, 1107 

Hymns 542 506 557, 561 562, 800 
1090, 1102, 1107 1128, 1153 1193 
1464 1545 

Hymn singer 1464 1467 

Hymnıng 564 778, 1463 


Ida 1454 

Tdamupahvayati 1445 

Idambrahmanah, 1442 

Idam dyavaprth vi agnıridam, 1083 

Idamdyavuprthivi soma idam 1083 

Imamigrbhnan 82 91 

Imamagrbhvar rashanamrtasyétyac- 
vabhidhanimadatte, 1007 

Implements, 956, 958 973 1907 

Implication 726 1571 1584, 1597 

Import 1295 

Impurity 157 159 1485, 1503 

Incapabılıty 905, 915 

Indication 974 977, 981 1001 1067, 
1074 1086 1104 1105 1116 1155 
1155 1173 1201 1202, 1206, 1209, 
1213 1214 1241 1273 1372, 1404 
1517 1526 1650 1652 

Indra 189 543 544 549, 553, 554, 506 
705 1050 1001 1062 1086 1108 
1109 111) 1113 1114 1123, 1124 
1125 1126 1127 1129 1169 1173 
1176 1267 

Indrapita, 1127, 1129 1130 

Indrapitasya 1103 1123 1125 1129 

İndravavü 1407 

Indravayt patn vatpitasya 1113 

İndraya rathantaraya ouındrayaçakva 
raya 14904 

Inference, 121 131, 308, 498 1200 1218, 
1351 

Infrmgemcnt 1311 1365, 1449 

Initiation, 1607, 1638 1640 

Ins‘rument 376, 1354 

Instrumental Ending, 981, 984 985, 
1172 

Intelligence, 26, 998 


1616, 
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Intercourse, 1381 

Interdependence, 149, 186, 928 1274 

Invitation, 1432, 1483 1484, 1485 

Ira 1193 

Isti, 654, 880 1040 1144 114) 1390 
1391 1393 1394 139», 1397 1398 
1399, 1400 1401 1403 1404 1400 
1410 1526 1527 153 1533 154 

Itihasa, 25, 272 [793 

Isiti vratikamasya nidhanam kuryat 


Jaghani, 1234 1235 1236 1237 1238 

daghanya patnıh samyajayant: 1234 

Jaimim1, 138 

Jaina, 234 

Jami 669 674 

Jamu, flaw of 674 

Jañjabhyamāna 1374 

Japa 184 

Jaramaryam va état satram 900 

daya 1387 1388 1389 

Jay até, 485 

Joming together 1239 1240 1242 1245 
1244, 1245 1246 1255 

Juhoti 1032 

Juhii, 1445, 1449 1505 

Juhuyat 771 

Jyotisa, 120 

Jyotistoma, 731 733 805 806 807 8il 
812 813, 815 868, 1997 1100 1123 
1144, 1145, 1147 1148, 1152 1153, 
1192, 1193, 1203 1223 1224 1225 
1226 1227 1229 1230 1231, 1233 
1239, 1241 1243, 1244 1246 1247 
1248 1249 1250, 1252 1253, 1254, 
1255, 1490 1401, 1535 1656, 1559 
1562 1568 1569 1570 1571, 1580 
1582 16583 1584 1586 1987 1588 
1589 1590, 1602, 1603 1607 1611 
1623, 1625 


Kada ca nastarırası, 1061, 1169, 1173 

Kalabha, 1325 

Kalpa, 224, 227 229 240, 241 
271 

Kalpasutra 120, 224 225, 226 
228 229 238 239 242, 243 

Kümya 1037, 1086, 1087, 1518, 1519, 
1520 1521 1523, 1524 1525, 1684, 
1587 

Kémyam yüyyükündam, 1087 

Köraka, 997, 1297 1314 1317, 
1320, 1322, 1336 1341 1342, 
1359 1360 

Karabha 1325 

Küranamantra, 1694 

Karma 495 

Karmaçabda, 487, 492 

Kamya Istayah 1705 

Kartavya, 1208 


242 
227, 


1319 
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Karoti 477, 478 

Karturékatvé, 1336 

Karya, 610 

Kaüstham pacantı 1354 

Kathaka, 910 911 

Katvavana 267 272 273 282 

Kaundınya 1222 

Kaugitak: 1247 

Khadira 1505 

Kikata 67 

Killing 854 1546 

King 817 818 819, 822 

Kingly functions 818 819, 820, 821, 
823 825 827 

Kirpti 597 

Kr (to do) 477 

Krıya 487 

Kriyacabda 487 

Krisna 192, 194 

Krsnala 1196 

Krt 481, 1350 1358 

Kitya 486 

Ksanıkavüda 123 

Ksatriya 167 193 816 818 819, 820 
821 822 823 825 828, 831 1490, 
1497 1499 1503, 1563 

Ksaumé vasanam, 1232 

Ksaya 1562 

Kuga, 1222 

Kundapayınamayana 1549 

Kulaya 1229 

Kumara, 1325 


Ladle, 1026 1027 

Laghu (simplication) 1283 
Lah, 1361, 1362 

Lah karmanı ca 1332 1361 
Laksama 921 

Language 219, 298 


Lata 1381 

Law 82 167 172 684 958, 1007, 
1047, 1061 1256 1452 

Leaves 1505 

Level platform, 654 

Liar, 5 

Libation, 1365 

Lie 270 1291 1297 1304, 1312 

Lying 1289 1307 1309, 1310, 1311, 


1312, 1364 1368 

Life, 890 891, 892 893, 894 896, 897, 
899 900, 901 1390, 1391, 1394 1397 
1399 1411 1416 

Lımb 677 1257 

Limits, 1173, 1238 

Linga 143 936, 1167, 1168, 1169 1172, 
1173 1175, 1176 1177, 1178, 1179, 
1188 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1195, 
1196, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 
1203 1204, 1205, 1207 1218, 1220, 
1269, 1651 
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Locative, 1606 

Logicians, 969 

Loss, 1418 

Loudness, 1131 1132 1137, 1139, 1140, 
1141, 1143, 1148 


Mahabhiasya, 274 276 1334 1338 

Vaehéndra 543 544, 545 547 549 550, 
552, 553 554 556 

Mahendra 1545 

Maitravaruna, 1203 1560 
1653 

Maitrayani, 1409 

Mala, 1648 

Malavadvasas, 1380 

Malavadvasasé na 
annamadyat, 1380 

Mamagré varco, 1694 

Mana 1562 

Mandrabhibhiitih 

Manota, 1188 

Mantra 15, 78 79 80 81 82 83 85 
86 87 88 89 90 91 93 94 97 98, 
99 100, 102 103, 122 144 229 287, 
375 454, 457,556 557 558 501 562, 
565, 566 567, 568 570 573 574, 593 
594, 597, 600 698 925 1008, 1043 
1044 1053 1058 1061, 1062 1063 
1064, 1065 1066 1067 1068 1069 
1070 1072 1074 1076 1078 1079 
1083 1086, 1090 1091 1092, 1097, 
1100 1102, 1103 1104 1107 
1108, 1109 1113, 1116, 1117 1118, 
1120, 1122, 1123, 1124 1125 1126, 
1128 1129, 1130, 1131, 1138, 1139 
1155 1157, 1160 1162, 1163 1164 
1169 1173, 1176 1180, 1187, 1188 
1194 1195 1202 1203 1205 1206 
1212 1219, 1370, 1874, 1479 1483, 
1486 1565 1568 

Manu, 180, 183, 214 825 1088 

Masamagnıtatram juhoti 871 

Masculinity 1328 

Master, 1616 1619, 1640, 1641 1697 

Mathara Brahmana, 1222 

Mathura, 194, 256 

Matup,977 979 

Mayı daksakratü 1370 

Meanıng, 1053 1054 1055, 1056, 1057, 
1058 1059 1061, 1063, 1067 

Meaning—Primary 1053, 1054 1055, 
1056, 1057 1058 1059, 1061, 1063 

Meaning—Secondary 1053 1054 1055 
1057, 1058, 1059 

Measure, 1028 1030 1412 

Measurements, 1603 

Medicine, 1411 

Metaphor, 98 

Method, 685, 770, 1079 

Method of direct Injunction, 685 


1651, 1652 


samvadét nasya 


bhaksay imi 1107 


VARITKA 


—— o — 


0“ —— ee ae re ee = —————— —..— R 000... aie  ——————————— ——————--— — — -——-——-———-. 


Metre, 1128 

Metrical feet 576 

Milk, 854, 1453 

Milking 1518 1528 1594, 1554 

Midday, 1556 

Mimamsa 121 482 

Mimamsaka, 129, 997 998 

Mind 5 45 138 296 

Mitrabinda 1516 

Mleceha 208 209 218 219, 220 

Modification, 573, 657 841, 1120, 1219 
1255, 1256, 1452, 1490 1513, 1515, 
1516, 1517, 1518, 1520, 1521 1568 
1580 1591 1625, 1643 1701 

Moksant, 418 

Mouth, 871 872, 875, 876, 877 

Morning 1545 1554 1556 

Mother 102, 203 

Motion 516, 518 522 

Motive 15 128 129,152 165 168 182 
184 187 

Mraksana 1381 

Mrtagnihotra 1276, 1980, 1281 1283 

Mukhya, 1225 

Mustikarana, 1045 

Mustim karoti vacam yacchatı 1045 


? 


Na 1365 

Na, 1327 

Nadhvaryurupayapet 1628 

Nahusa 189 

Naimmittika 1518 1519, 1520 1521 

Naivara caru 855 

Naıvaraçcarurbhavatı 
mupadadhat 855 

Nanrtam vadet, 1289, 1304 1365 

Na prathame yajiie pravrüyvat, 1247 

Narasimha 1437 

Na somam 1494 1495 

Navanita 1705 1707 

Negation 107 509 

Neha bhuyyate, 1360 

Nidhana 793 796 797, 798 799 800, 
801 803 

Nigada, 579 580, 1073 

Nipata 273, 323 

Nirmanthya 421 

Nırul ta 120 222, 271 

Nırvöpa 1192 

Nırvapana, 946 

Nıvıda 1037 

Nıspadyate 485 

Nitya 1519 1520 
1525 1584 

Nivara 1565 1566 

Nivécanah iti garhapatyamapatis 
thatë, 1061 

Nivita, 1269, 1271 1272, 1273, 1274 

Nivitam manusyanam, 1269 

Niyama, 91 


vadénaucaru 


1521, 1623, 1524 
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Nominative, 1290 1296 1301 "319 Paçu 701, 702 700 1030, 1235, 1296 
1314 1318, 1320, 1322 1329 1335, 1616, 1611 
1336, 1:40, 1843, 1352 1353, 1300, | Pagubandha 1144, 1145 
1364 1384 Pacukama 1191 


Nominative agent 1290 1333 1315 
Non employment 1523 


North 1281 

Noithwardhiness 1281 1282 

Names 323 347 472, 473 481 494 
495 1352 

Nreaksan, 1102 

Number 978 994 999, 1001, 1002, 
1003, 1014 1015, 1016, 1021 1023 
1318 1315, 1317, 1319, 1322, 1326 


1332, 1334, 1336, 1343, 1345 1:52 
1358 
Number—simgular, 994 999, 1003, 1015 
Number —plural 994, 1023 


Objective, 1322, 1920 1336 1340 1341 
1343, 1346, 1347, 1359 1360, 1361 
1384 

Oblations 184 

Observances, 1310 

Omnıpresent, 519, 521 522 

Option 133 134 137 138, 142, 149 
151 

Origin, 122 167 1149 

Origin of the word 122 

Origmal 1452 

Origination 1150 

Ownership 1432 


Pacakah 1351 1352 

Pacatı 1335, 1345 1350 1351 
Pacatı devadattah 1345 1353 
Pain, 26, 321 

Pairs, 1178 

Pakta, 1345 1350 

Paktaü devadattah, 1345 
Palmistry, 121 

Paurodacika, 1212 1214 
Pans 1419 
Pöncadaçasamıdheniranubrüyat 1195 
Pandava 191 


Panını, 266 272, 273 274 282, 1329, 


1330, 1335 1360, 1361 
Parents 10 
Paribhojaniya, 1703 
Parıdhı 539 
Parisankhya, 91, 92 
Parivirasi, 1188 
Parlance, 60, 61, 323, 600 1138 1213 

1483 
Participle 1032 
Parties 1501, 1571 
Parusı dita, 1286 
Paryagnikarana, 858, 860 
Paryagnıkrtam 859 861 
Paryudasa, 1251, 1254 
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Paçumalabheta 701 

Pataüyalı 367, 272 273 278 280 282 
283 287 294 1320 1331 1337 1338 

Patni esa té lokan 1380 

Patnisamy aja, 1234 1235 1230 1238 

Patnıvata, 859, 860, 861 1113, 1114, 
1115 1116, 1118, 1120, 1121 

Patnivatamégrayanat grhnati, 1113 

Patah guklah 1333 

Patasya guklah, 1333 

Patasya cuklatvam, 1333 

gə. 650 653, 1078 1080 1084 
085 

Paurnamaösı, 650 662 1044 1605 1:06 

Paurnamasım, 1606 

Paurnamasvam 1606 

Paurnamasyam paurnamsyüm yajeta 
895 

Pavamana 1040, 1041 1526, 1527 1632, 
1533 1534 

Pavitra 1703 

Payas8 juhoti, 679 

Payment 1619 

Penalties, 1378 

Perception 9, 121 
1218 

Permisuibihty 1254, 1255 

Phalacamasa, 1462 1490 1491 1492 
1494, 1495 1496, 1503, 1562, 1563 

Phonetics 225 

Pılupala 975 

Pindapitiyajfia, 1598 

Pıngaksi 961 669, 968 

Pıngaksya, 959 

Pıtharapalka 975 

Plants 86 

Pleasure 26, 119 187 521 

Pluralıty 1229, 1280 1624 


131 141, 142 252 


Poetry, 278 

Possessor 1296 

Post, 63 141 145, 1028, 1030, 1187, 
1518, 1557 1610, 1611 

Pot 1452 


Potency, 509, 511, 565 566, 568, 884, 
997, 999 1168, 1315, 1316, 1347 

Pounding 1239, 1495 

Pouring, 946, 1111, 1365 

Pracindevé abhajanta daksinam pita 
rah, 1286 

Praharati, 1070 

Praica 486, 1651 

Praise 24 26 32 40, 42,49 60 61 63 
72 13, 94, 98, 441, 444, 445 446, 1227 

Praıtu hatuçcamasah pra brahmanah 
prodgatenam 1477 

Prajapati, 42, 44, 189 
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Prijapatya, 925 

Prakarana, 143 936, 1173 1175, 1182, 
1183, 1186, 1188, 1190, 1191, 1192, 
1193 1195, 1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 
1212, 1213, 1231, 1269, 1551 

Prakrti 1231 

Pramāna 1185 

Prünabhrtah, 457 

Praçıtra, 1051 

Prastara, 1070 

Prastotr, 1464 

Pratahsavanee, 1129, 1130, 1650 

Prataranuvaka, 1653 

Prathamabhaksah, 1471 

Prathana, 95, 951 

Prathayatı, 95 

Pratıhartr 1464 

Pratıgrhniyat, 1406 

Pratıgrhyate 1409 

Pratipat, 1229, 1230, 1233 

Pratipat kalpa, 1192 

Pratıçakhyas 282 

Pratisthaikamasya ekavımçatiranubrü 
yat, 1156, 1191 

Praudhi vada, 855 

Pravaras, 45 

Pravagya, 1247, 1250, 1254, 1255 

Praya, 677 

Prayadargana 1134 

Praye 1135 

PrayByas 289 636, 657 058, 1031, 1047, 
1146, 1190, 1199, 1222, 1533 

Prayaşösönan havimsyagharayatı, 1600 

Prayaniya 1144 1145 

Precincts 861 

Preclusion, 1006 1007, 1008 

Predicate 1003, 1006 

Prefixes 323 

Premises 115 

Preparatory, 710, 712, 717, 865, 866, 
1035 


Price, 959 985 

Priest, 85, 153 156 289 
1203, 1365, 1368, 1403 

1415, 1416, 1442, 

1464, 1465, 1466 

1479, 1480, 1482, 

1607, 1620 1623, 1626, 

1635, 1636, 1638, 1639 
1643, 1646 1649 1651, 1652 

Priesthood, 1641 

Primary (sacrifice) 1513, 1517, 
1552 1603, 1604, 1607, 1608, 
1617 

Proksanirasüdaya, 1689 

Prompter, 1403, 1404 

Prompting, 1391, 1397, 1414 1596 

Pronouns, 1416 

Property, 897 901, 939 046, 959, 975, 
979, 1054, 1131, 1137, 1139, 1140, 


1072 
1411 

1461, 
1474, 
1494, 
1628, 
1640, 


1058, 
1410, 
1444, 
1468, 
1483, 


1532 
1616, 
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1141, 1142, 1143 1144 1149 1150 
1219 1271, 1272 1279 1286, 1322 
1324 1328, 1332, 1333, 1334, 1387 
1418, 1503 1568 

Prose, 1073, 1132, 1138 

Protection, 818, 1379 

Prstakota, 570 

Prthupajavati, 1088 

Punaiabhyunnita, 1110 

Punita, 605 

Purakrta 25 

Purana, 25, 26, 129, 272 

Purchase 970 971, 981, 982, 984, 985 
987, 988, 993, 1619 

Purification, 97, 293, 294, 295, 296, 1019, 
1367, 1374 

Purity, 10 

Purity orginal, 10 

Pürnahutı, 50 

Purodaça, 1212, 1552, 1553 

“Purodaçaçakalanı, 1704 

Purodüça vessel 1212 

Purodaçaücaturdha karoti 1194 

Puronuvükya, 557, 1652, 1653 

Purusa, 1297 

Purvakalpa 25 

Püsan, 1059 1256, 1257 
1263 1264 1266 1267 

Püsünumantrana, 1188 

Pürvedyuramaüvüsyüyüm védim karoti 
1192 

PutikA 1495, 1567 1568 


Qualification, 1294, 1297 
1363 1547, 1557 1558 

Quarters, 45 

Quartering, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1442, 1456 

Raja, 1465 

Rajanya, 823, 824. 

Ray, 816, 817, 818, 819 820, 821, 822, 
823 824, 827, 828 1297, 1648 

Raöyanamabhısıücət, 822 

Raya röyasüyena yaşeta 816 

Rayapurusah, 1207 

Raüyasüya, 816, 817, 821, 828, 830 
1210, 1497 

Rajya, 818, 819, 824, 827, 1648 

Raksé, 276 

Rama 190 

Rathantara 805, 807, 812, 813, 814, 
919 

Rathantara-süma, 807, 808 

Ratrisatra, 52 

Reyadhyüdham sama, 1139 

Reading, 40, 147, 517, 772, 1784, 1506, 
1507 

Recensıons, 127, 803, 1409, 

Receptacle, 1114 

Redness 959, 970, 979, 981, 987 989 

Regress 1533 


1260, 1262, 


1346, 1359, 
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Reins, 1008 

Rejection, 1161, 1164 1172, 1174, 1218, 
1219, 1220, 1221, 1372 1444, 1523 

Relationship, 9 23, 41, 91, 413 472, 
779 782, 785, 810, 950 959, 960, 961, 
962, 463, 965, 966 980, 981, 982, 983 
984 988, 991, 1162 1173 1184 1213 
1424 1611 

Remembrance, 39 105, 108 237 

Remnants 1108 1110, 1111 1113, 1114 
1116, 1118 1119 1120, 1123 1124 
1125 1126 1127 1130, 1419 1420 
1421, 1422, 1425, 1427 1438 1439, 
1441 1445, 1447 1448, 1440, 1450, 
452 1453 1454, 1455 1456 1457 
1458, 1459, 1460, 1461 1463, 1470 
1486 

Remoteness 1178 1182 1213 

Resigning 1432 

Retnement 1224 

Révati, 785 787 

Rice 85), 856 857 1257, 1461 

Rinsing 178 

Rinsing of the mouth 178 

Rising, 1068, 1069 

Rtu, 863 865 866 906 917 1021, 
1034 1040 1365 1366 1493 1534 

Reveda, 890 1131 1148 

Rik, 576, 787, 1131 1132 1187 1138 
1139, 1148 

Root 477, 481, 482 485 496 610 öll 
612 616 621, 689 770 877 578 908, 
1102 1290 1292 12:4 1301 1302, 
1313, 1320 1343, 1344 1586, 1587 

Rope, 1187, 1546 1857, 1858 

Rais, 99, 100, 127 

Rtugrahést:, 1486 

Rtvik 1410, 1680, 
1636, 1637, 1639 

Rtviktva 1634 

Riidhi, 962 

Rukmın 194 


1631, 1632, 1634, 


Sacrifice 63, 80, 85 89, 90, 93 98, 99 
144, 156 157,179 321 373 376, 381, 
386, 392, 397, 798, 470, 403, 404, 406 
411, 423, 499, 501, 503 505 506, 543 
621, 631, 633, 636, 647, 650, 6.2 654, 
658, 659, 664, 665 666, 668 670 672 
674, 675, 701, 702, 704, 705, 709, 717, 
736, 737, 738, 782 783, 805, 807, 811, 
813, 815, 816, 817, 832, 833, 840, 841 
845, 850, 852, 853, 855, 856, 857 858 
860, 861, 863 864, 866, 867, 868 869, 
870 871 872, 881, 883, 941 942, 943 
983, 1028, 1030, 1034 104, 1043, 
1044, 1059, 1072, 1074 1076 1078, 
1079 1080 1081, 1083 1086 1086, 
1087, 1088, 1094, 1097, 1122 1123, 
1141, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1191 1219, 


1723 
1223, 
1232, 


1224, 

1230, 

1242, 

1253, 

1277, 

1311 

1370, 

1379, 

1385 

1404, 

1414 

1442 

1486, 

1494, 

1516 

1524 

1531, 

1582, 

1602, 

1611, 1616 

1634 1636 
1641, 1643, 1645 

Sacrificer 160 441 
1432 1443 1480 
1494 

Sacrificial, 49 94 119 177, 224, 220 
274, 292, 388 300 398, 400 441, 677, 
904 998 1028 1029, 1187, 1218, 1304 
1412, 1490, 1491, 1495, 1496 1514 
1533 1567 1561, 1565, 1607, 1632, 
1634 1638 1640 1643 1646 

Sacrificing 778, 853 854 

Saüdana, 1856 1859 

Sadasya, 1640 1641 1642 

Sa eso çvah pratigrhyaté, 1409 

Saghyasam 1102 

Sahna, 1223 

Sakamprasthyya 1452 

Samsthaté samathit2 ete 1709 

Samakhya 1173 1175 1183, 1184, 1187, 
1189, 1190, 1191 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1212 1213 1214 1215 

Sama 577, 780 787, 803, 804 805, 807, 
812 1090, 1132, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 
1142 1148 

Samastiyajiah 1448 

Samavaya, 1165 

Samaveda 276, 803 1141, 1148, 1152 
1153, 1463 1465 

Sadmavedic 1465 

Sdmavodins, 1465, 1466, 1467 

Samavatta, 1446, 1451 

Saubhata 793 746, 798 801 803 804 

Sümıdhön”s, 1034 1036, 1037 1088, 1513, 
1515 1516, 1518, 1614 1615 

Samıdho varatı, 1290 

Samıt 621, 631 

Sanmiarjana 994 

Sammarsti, 1003 1004, 1011 

Sönnöyya, 1212, 1452 


1225, 
1286, 
1246 
1255, 
1279, 
1312, 
1371, 
1380, 
1390 
1407 
1418, 
1453 
1487 
1503, 
1518, 
1525 
1533 
1595, 
1603 


1226, 
1287, 
1247, 
1256, 
1289 
1264 
1372, 
1381, 
1391 
1409, 
1434, 
1455, 
1488, 
1505, 
1520 
1526, 
1561 
1596 
1604, 
1620 
1638, 


1227, 
1238, 
1248, 
1966, 
1291, 
1365, 
1374, 
1382, 
1399, 
1410, 
1435, 
1458, 
1490, 
1506, 
1521 

1528, 
1563 

1598 

1605, 
1625, 
1639, 


1229, 
1259, 
1249, 
1267, 
1304, 
1366, 
1377, 
1383, 
1400, 
1411, 
1437, 
1461 

1491, 
1514, 
1522, 
1529, 
1564, 
1600, 
1106, 
1630 

1640, 


1380 
1490 


1065 
1487 


1232, 
1488, 
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Sampradanatva, 671 

Samsthas, 1239, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 
1247, 1680, 1582 

Sanctifications, 939, 946, 1202, 1235, 
1491, 1527, 1551, 1601, 1602, 1632 

Sandamça, 1047 

Samskrta, 260 

Sautramani, 1453 

Ru prajipatyan paçünğölabhəta, 
72 


Saptadaçöratnı 958 
Sapdasaratnirvajapsyasya yioah 778 
1028 


Saptadaca rtvya 1630 

Saptadaca Samidhéniranubriiyat 1513 

Sarasvata, 919 

Sarit, 1327 

Sarvaprsthest: 1454 1458 

Sarvam purusakiryam, 1644 

Sarvürtha, 1644 

Sarvatahpaithéram öçvinam bhaksa 
yati, 1459, 1460 

Satisfaction, 1107 

Sattra, 868 892, 1239, 1635 

Sattrmcatprakramaé prachi, 1603 

Sanmıka Vadi, 1608 

Saucya, 1597 

Savana, 1129, 1130 1146 

Savaniya 1146 1188 1555, 1537, 1.39, 
1540 1541 1545, 1549, 1550, 1553, 1557 
1709 $ 

Sa yadı raüyanyaım va vaigyan va yayayet 
nyagrodhastibhih 1491 1562 

Science, 119, 121, 123, 173, 179 185, 225, 
237, 240, 241 

Science of reasoning 121 

Scionce, scriptural 1112 1566 

Scriptures, 110 111, 128 179 181, 201 
204, 206, 226 232, 233, 234 236, 237, 
238, 242, 259, 263, 204 280 282 294, 
303, 308, 309, 316 502 

Seeing, 1102 

Self, 321 

Series of Ideas, 519 

Services 1442, 1607, 1619 

Share, 1256 1257, 1200 1442 1443 

Sıckness 1393 

Signification, 6 88, 94 97 279 441 
443, 552 807, 816 821 1078 1102, 
1163, 1266 1365 1573 

Silence 1045 1046 1048 

Silver 41 

Sın, 1309, 1312 

Sıngularity 1319 

Sıze, 521, 1028 

Sky, 13 80 295 

Slabs, 1239 

Shces 1419 1421 1422 1424 1425 
1427 1428 1431, 1433 1434 1435 

Shemg 1423 
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Slowness 1141 

Smrta, 155 

Smrtis, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109 
110, 112 114 115, 118 119, 123, 124, 
120 127, 128 129 130, 131, 132 133, 
134, 135 137, 138 139 140 142 143 
144, 147, 150, 152, 153 154, 155, 156, 
161 168 164 105 169 170 173, 175 
179 209 210 224, 225 929 237, 244 
245 247, 266, 271 317 533 895 925 
1196, 1218 1221 1278 1279, 1282 
1303, 1306, 1307 1809, 1810, loll 
1312 1329 1330 1365 1381, 1411 
1412 1414 1418 1449 1457, 1459 
1460, 1401, 1462 14 3, 1468 1470, 
1471, 14756 1477 1479 1482, 1483 
1484, 1485, 1486, 1490 1491 1494 
1495, 1496 1503 1562 1563 1504, 
1567, 1568, 1582 1583 1014 1615, 
1629 

Soma, 156 160 547 
717 872, 902, 959 


701 702 705 709 

970 971 983 985, 
1050 1051, 1108 1109 1110 İİİ, 
1116, 1117 1124, 1128, 1129, 1130, 
1239 1241 1246, 1249 

Soma juice 1110 

Soména yatta 701, 705 

Soma-vendor, 1629 

Somaindia, 1411, 1414 

Somaindram carunnirvapst yah somam 
vamati, 1411 

Somapausnam carunnirvapet nemapıs 
tam 1264 1268 

Somaürudrı, 1:88 

Soms udrıya 1192 

Somasvagué vıhıtanuvasat karoti, 1122 

Soul 500 503, 507 511, 516 518, 519 
521 522, 999 

Space 1611 1:13 

Speech 5 29., 1008, 1069 

Sphota 296 

Sphya, 950 

Splivacca kapalani ca, 956 

Spring, 832 

Sruva, 531 

Srsti 454 

Sruk 1070, 1284 

Sruva, 1505 1508, 1510 1511 

Sthana 1173, 1175 1183, 1184, 1186, 
1188 1189, 1191 1198, 1193 1194, 
1195, 1207, 1210 1212, 1213, 1551 

Stone 1239 

Story 26 100, 119 

Stotra, 1146 

Strikmg 1377 

Students 916, 1310 

Stuti, 542, 563 

Subrahmanya, 1463 

Subserviency, 1611, 161: 

Subs diary action, 525 528, 531, 567, 
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644, 854, 1152 1387 1595, 159v, 1597 
1698, 1599, 1002, 1003, 1604, 1606, 
1607, 1608, 1611 1610, 1617, 1619, 
1620 

Substances 939, 946 962 963 966 968, 
969 970 972, 974, 975, 976 978 979 
980 985 987, 988 989 990 991, 993 
1006 1012 1014, 1023, 1028 1219 
1067 1333 1834 1349 1352 1438 
1439 1447 1458, 1461 1505 1507 

Substantive 974 

Substitute 1491, 1503 1502, 1505 1566 
1567 1568 

Substitution 1662, 1563 

Substratrum 602, 511, 979 1568 

Sitkta vāka 1070 1071, 1072 1073 1071 
1075 1070 1078 1079 1080 1082 
1083 1084 1085 1209 1210 

Süktavüka eva yüşyü 1073 

Suktavakéna prastaram praharatı 1070 

Sun, 894 

Sapplementary 726 

Supplementary Sentence, 720 

Susiro vā etarhı paçuh chidrapidha 
narthopi, 1563 

Sutya, 1146 1148 1145 1549 1707 

Suvasas8 bhavitavyam 1382 

Svalaksana, 342 

Svarajya, 1058 

Svayamusadya yajati, 1497 

Svistahrt, 1078, 1420, 143% 1439 1441 
1445, 1446, 1491, 1452, 1454 1466 

Synonym, 1209 1330 1351 1132 

Syntactical connection lo 920 946, 
972, 985, 1000 1046, 1048, 1093 1105 
1131 1139, 1155, 1157 1167, 1299, 
1248, 1249 1285 1267 1273 12370, 
1372, 1404 1516 1526 1610 

Syntactical split, 67 784 797 839 848, 
859 873 930 1027 1099 127, 1425 

Syntactical unity, 583 

Syonante sadanam krnomi—sida 1179, 
1180 1195, 1204, 1205 

Sadvidhah karmabhedah 469 

Sodagin, 919 1569 


Tail 1234 
Laittiriya, 1250 
7” bhaksam prayacchét 1492, 
493 
Tam caturbhirddatts, 90 91 
Tanünapat, 631, 1290 
Tap, 1327 
Tasmanmaitravarunah presyati canuca- 
ha ca, 1193 1203, 1651 
Tasmat piisa prapistabhagah adatko hi 
sah, 1256 
Tasmat somo nünupahütöna pöyah 1492, 
0 şuvarnam hiranyam, bharyam 
382 
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Teachers, 946, 1255 

Technicality, 1339 

Teeth, 1264 1268 

Temporal 1412 

Temporal actions, 1387 

Tense, 1278 1279 

Tense Prasent 1278 1279 

Terminus 1509 1570, 1571 1572 1580 
1582 15s4 1587 1989 1590 1991 

Theories, 122 123 223 390 513 515, 
709, 810, 914 915, 930 931 932 933 
941 903 968, 975, 1069 1320 1372 

Thief, 3 46 

Thread, 178 

Thiead Wearing of the sacred 178 

Ihreatening 1377 

Threetoldness 1557 

Lhreshing, 946, 951 
1066, 1067, 1196 

Throwimg, 1432 

limə 859 878 880 891, 893 894 897 
901 1044 1065 1066 1068 1070 1075 
1311, 1313 1314 1370 1479, 1496 
1528 1549 1550, 1554, 1601 1630, 
1632 1634 1639 

Tirthasnana 1370 

Lisra ahutirjuhot: 722 

Touching 845, 850, 852 854 1604, 1605 
1606 

Toya, 1327 

Traidhataviya diksaniya 881 

Tray: 1138 

Trayividva 11 8 

Tree 1554 

Tiio, 654 

İrnanı 1023 

Trvrt 214 

Trpyatu, 1107 

"Eruth, 1309, 1310 

Tvam hı agne, 103 

Tvastra, 861 

Tvastr 1116, 1117 

Tvastrampötnivatam, 858 

Twice born 816, 817 

Tying 1546, 1557 


952, 951 1065 


Uccairres kriyate vadi rxkta ulvanam 
kuruté 1131 

Vechista 1485 

Udayamea 1144, 1145 

Udbhid, 373, 374, 376, 383 

Uddeçya, 881 884, 1002, 1017 

Udgatr 1463, 1465 1467 

Udgitrnam camasah 1463, 1465 

Udumbara 63 

Udyat Sunvanti Samidhönistanvabhüh, 
1014 

Üha 102, 276 278, 279, 280, 1564 1568 

Uktha, 1239 

Ukthya 1244, 1569, 1670 1580 1683 
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Ukthyam grhniyat, 1580 

Unit, 1141 

Upadadhatı, 855, 856 

Upadeya, 875, 1017 

Upaga 1628 

Upahüta upahvayasva, 1453, 1484 

Upakarana, 1535 

Upanayana, 1304 1307 

Upanisadic 521 

Upamçu 662 666 677, 1705 

Upamçu Paurnamasyam 677 

Upamçu Yaga 666, 674, 677 

U pamçu Yastavyah, 666 

Upamçu Yagamantar8 yajati, 672 677 

Upamçu Yaga 1159 1445, 1447 1448 

Uparı hi dövəbhyo dhürayatı 1283 

Upasads 872 1144, 1145, 1186, 1223, 
1224, 1225, 1226 1227, 1253 

Upasarjana, 1298 

Upasthana 1090 1091, 1099, 1100, 1101 

Upatisthat: 1063 

Upavaharana 1562 

Upavamça, 852 

Upavita, 1034 1036, 1039, 1274, 1276 
1277, 1278, 1279, 1280 

Upavyayatö, 1273 1278 

Upavyayaté dévalaksmameva tat 
kurute, 1278 

Ürdhvamaghörayatı 679 

Urupratha, 81 93 

Usranam, 103 

Utsrjati 859 

Uttarardhat svistakrte‘vadyati, 1445 

Utterance, 1084 

Uttering of speech, 1068, 1069 

Uttisthan 1068 

Uttigthan anvāha agnidagnin 
vihara, 1068 


Vadét, 1304 1319, 1365 

Vaisarjana 153 

Vaikankata, 1040 

Vasiçvadeva, 423 

Vaigvadevi amiksaé, 786, 740 

Vaiçvanara, 668 

Vaicya 1490, 1518, 1563 

Vaiyakaranas, (see Grammarian ) 

Vajapeya, 406, 1028, 1029, 1030 1191 

V&japeyasya 1030 

Vajibhyo vayınam, 736, 742 

Vajina, 737 

Vajrini 1561 

Vükya, 1168 1172 1173, 1175, 1179 
1182, 1186 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192 
1198 1195, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1200, 
1207, 1209 1210, 1772 

Vakyapadiya, 333 

Vakyatva 1134 

Vakya bheda, 972, 1548 

Vakyam bhidyeta, 1550 
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Vakya césa, 458, 925 

Vapépracara, 1549 

Vapay pratahsavan6 pracarantı, 1543 

Vapaya pracaranti purodaçena müdh 
yandiné savan 1552 

Varana, 1636 

YVürana 1040 

Varavantiya 774, 782, 785, 787, 1141 

Vüiavantiy amagnistomasama karyam 
774 

Varhıh 416 

V arı, 1327 

Varkara 1325 

Vartoka 154 178 208 209 239 244 
254 319, 339 340 341, 360 374, 465, 
547 552 554 566 567 569, 604 vll 
613 709,750 874 1076 1083, 1138 
1227, 1275, 1458 1478 1800, 1502 
1529, 1605, 1650 

Vartraghni 1043 

Varuna, 292 [1526 

Varuna, 1390, 1393 1397 1400 1401, 
1410 

Varuno grhnatı 1398 

Varıno vā etam pratigrhnati yo çvam 
pıatıgrhnatı 1390 

Vasante brahmano’gninadidhita 832 

Vasante vasanté jyotisa 902 

Vasathara 1470 1471, 1473 1474 1477 
1480 1486 1487 1488, 1489 

Vasatkartr 1471, 1472, 1474 1477 1490 

Vasatkartuh prathamo bhaksah 1470, 
1472, 1480 

Vasatkartuh camasah, 1470 

Vashistha 190 

Vaso 1102 

Vasumat, 1107 

Vata berries 1490 

Vatsa, 1325 

Vatsamalabhéta 852 

Vayu 705 1113, 1114 _ 

Vüyavyam çvötamalabheta 
mah 845 

Veda, 5,16 17 20 26, 38, 39, 52 61 
89 91 101 104, 105 106, 108, 109, 
113, 114 115, 116 117, 119, 127, 129, 
130, 134, 135, 147 150 156 157 167 
171, 172 175 176 177 178, 179 180, 
188, 200 213 217 220, 224 226 227, 
228, 229, 252 234, 235, 237, 238, 240 
241 242, 243 245 266, 269 272, 278 
279 280, 281 284, 294, 305 306, 310 
323, 325 350 352, 374, 501, 506, 552 
564, 595 600 601 819, 908 909 914, 
924 994 990, 997, 998 999 1131 
1182 1134, 1137 1138, 1139 1140 
1141, 1143 1144 1147, 1148, 1149, 
1160, 1152, 1154, 1177 1197, 1214, 
1218, 1255, 1365 1366, 1379, 1387 
1445, 1446, 1483, 1484 


? 


bhutika 


ALPHABETIOAL INDEX 


Vedangas, 119, 281 

Veda praya, 1135 

Vedi, 918 

Vedtc, 13, 17, 25, 88 99, 106 107 110 
111, 112, 114 115 116, 118, 124, 126, 
127, 128 129, 131, 132 134 185 137, 
138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 148 141”, 153, 
164, 169, 170, 171, 173, 179, 181 185, 
187, 212, 213, 214, 221, 224, 227, 228, 
229 244, 248 247, 252, 262 268 269, 
974, 275, 277, 285, 287 506, 515, 562 
563, 601, 780, 903, 919 952, 998, 
1024 1085, 1177, 1196, 1387 1388, 
1389, 1390, 1391, 1394 1396, 1411, 
1412, 1484 1571, 1608, 1630, 1634 

Vegetables, 946 

Verbs, 323 $47, 472 473 474, 481, 
482, 483, 485 494, 495, 565, 566, 
567, 568, 610, 611, 912, 613, 618, 


621, 623, 624, 628, 635, 636 722, 
853, 877 1032 1291 1292 1294, 
1295 1297 1800, 1301, 1313 1314 
1317 1319, 1329, 1341 1342, 1344 
1845, 1346, 1347, 1248, 1360, 1384, 
1586 1587, 1617, 1648 

Verb—Impersonal 1300 

Verb—lintranstıve, 491, 1341 

Verb—Transitive 491 

Vernacular, 260 307, 308 

Verses, 1087 1088 1090 1093, 1095, 
1096 1101 1131, 1132 1138 1139, 
1614, 1652 


Vessels, 808, 994 995, 999, 1003, 1004, 
1006 1011, 1013, 1016, 1017, 1021, 
1026, 1027, 1029, 1040, 1041, 1212, 
1445, 1461, 1453 1457, 1458, 1459, 
1479, 1485, 1518, 1523 1524, 1556, 
1559 

Videvana 1537 

Vidheya, 881 

Vidhi, 91 486, 565 1017 

Vidhrti, 1703 

Vidhyaédi 1209 

Vnüanavada, 123, 

Vikrti, 1256 

Violation, 1213 

Viçvamıtra, 190 

Visnu, 675 

Visnurupameu yastavyah 672 

Vitiation, 1312 

Vivaksa, 996 997 998, 999 

Vomutter 1416, 1416, 

Vomitting 1411, 1412, 1414, 1415 1416 
1418 

Vratam krnuta iti vücam visrjati, 1068 

Vrdhanvati, 1043 

Vrhi 1562, 1565, 1566 

Vrsti, 794 

Vrstikamasya, 797, 799 

Vriti, 243, 752, 852, 943 
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Vyüka: nasa, 120, 259, 260, 262, 263, 268, 
267, 268, 360, 276, 277, 278 280, 283, 
287, 291, 292, 293, 294, 298, 304 305, 
306 307, 316, 319 322, 1330 1339 

Vyükaranatva, 268 

V yaktı 332 

Vyavadharanakalpana, 1495 


Washing—946, 994, 999, 1004 1005, 
1012 1019 1020, 1026, 1027 

VVashing—hand 1045 1046 

Water, 418, 1518, 1523 

Weakness, 1178 1207 

Wearing, 1882 1383, 1384 1385 1386 

Western 255 

Wife, 1065, 1232, 1880 

Windows 49 

Wine 193, 1453 

Wish, 998 

Woman, 1380, 1381 

Wood, 1505, 1518 

Worship, 1063, 1173 

VVoundıng, 1377 


Yadanyanccan masajuhvati, 1495 

Yadı, 810 

Yadı bröhmano Yajeta— Yadi rayanyah 
ete 816 

Yadı brhatsima çukragrah, 805 

Yadı rathartarasama, 805 

Yadı Somam na vındeta putixcam, 1567 

Yadyagnistome juhota 1571 

Ya evam 647, 659, 665 

Yaga 925, 1432, 1435, 1436, 1437 

Yagéna bhavayet, 479 

Yaja, 1652 

Yajati, 621, 623, 628, 635, 636, 868 

Yajeta, 479, 787 

Yaşı, 670 

Yayüapatımavatı, 94 

‘Yajnatharvana, etc 1705 

Yajiayajiiiya pragatha 1190 

Yayüopavıtı hi devebhyo dohayati, 
1280 

Yajamana, 1229 1230 1231, 1232, 1367, 
1368 1403 1404, 1410, 1411, 1414, 
1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1601, 1602 
1135, 1640 

Yajamano Yüpah, 445 

Yajurveda, 890 1139, 1141, 1142, 1144, 
1148, 1153, 1271 1409 

Yajus, 578, 579, 1192, 1138 1139, 1152 

Yajya, 587, 1071, 1072 1073, 1074, 1087, 
1088, 1486, 1487, 1488 

Yayyanuvakya, 1086 

Yöyyapuronuv8kya, 1088 

Yasyagne vadyatı, 701 

Ya tö agne rayöshay8, 602 

Yathücamasamanyün, 1465 


| Yat parusı ditam, 1286 
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Yat pravargyam 1247 1253 | Yena karmana htsyet, 1387 
Yat purnantanmanusyaném, 1256 Yö purodaçah 1281 

Yat çatam Somam, 1502 Yo çvam pratigrhnati 1401 
Yat Sado juhvti 1608 Yo sya visatyo hanı, 1380 
Yaugika 962 963 966 Young ones 854 

Yava, 1562 Yo vıdagdhah sa nairrtah 1285 
Yavay,ivam, 893 306 901 902 Yo vistiktmo 793 

Yavat 89° 896 Yudhisthna 192 
Yaüvayııvamagnıbotram 890 Yüpah, 1029 1030 

Yawning 1370, 1374 Yüvam hı sthah 1229 

Year, 970 


END 


